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CHAPTER 1

STUDY METHODOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

A Comprehensive Study of the Department of Defense Depen-

dents Schools CDoDDS] was mandated by the 96th Congress as part

of the 1978 amendments to the Elementary and Secondary Education

Act of 1965. The general objectives of thIpstudy were to

determine:

The extent to which DoDDS offers a broad, equal, and
quality educational opportunity to students, and the
degree to which these opportunities meet student needs
and community expectations

The extent to which student progress in the development
of skills, behaviors, and attitudes is related to stu-
dent needs and educational expectations

The degree to which.resources-and facilities are avail-
able, equitably distributed, and effectively utilized
to provide quality educational programs in an overseas
setting

The degree to which organizational structure and
management practices are appropriate and effective in
facilitating the delivery of quality educational pro-
grams

The extent to which DODOS will be affected by future
factors and recent trends in American life, military
planning, and host country politics

In April of 1982 Advanced Technology, Inc. and its sub-
.

contractors--George Washington University, the University of

Southern California, the Center for Studies in Social Policy, and

Westinghouse Information Services--were awarded a 14-month com-

petitive contract to conduct this assessment. Th'ese issues were

to be studied within the context of the five operating subsystems



of DODOS (i.e., education, personnel, finance, logistics, and

executive services).

The Department of Defense Dependents Schools is an ele-

mentary and secondary school system established within the

Department of Defense [DoD]. The purpose of this system is to

ensure that the education of the children of military service

personnel and civilian employees does not suffer when families

. are authorized to accompany the sponsor on an overseas military

assignment. Title XIV, the "Defense, Dependents Education Act of

1978" of Public Law 95-561 established DoDDS and mandated the

system to establish certain programs.

The concept of providing education to military dependents

dates back to the 1860s: however, it was only as recent as 1965

that the concept of a cohesive, standardized school system was

acted upon. Until that time elementary and secondary educational

activities were sponsored independently by each service's major

command. In 1965 the Office of the Assistant Secretary of

Defense (Manpower and Reserve Affairs) provided policy direction

for overseas dependents schools and divided the worldwide system

into three regions. DoD was given total operational responsi-

bility for this system by Congress in 1976, at which time hhe

Defense Office of Dependents Education was established.

At the time the Comprehensive Study was undertaken DoDDS was

a system of 269 schools located in 20 countries worldwide. The

system was comprised of a headquarters office (the Office of

Dependents Schools) , located in Alexandria, Virginia, and six

1-2 18
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organizational regions.* The worldwide complement of schools and

enrollment of elementary and secondary students was distributed

among the regions at the opening of the 1982-83 school

follows:

Region Regional Office Enrollment

year as

Schools

Germa'ny-North Weisbaden, West Germany 44,300 78

,Germany-South Karlsruhe, West Germany 33,900 65

Mediterranean Madrid, Spain 13,400 32

Atlantic London, United Kingdom 15,600 39

Pacific Okinawa, Japan 23,100 40

Panama Albrook Air Force Base 7,800 15

DoDDS is mandated to provide a high quality education to its

students, and in practice uses stateside school systems as one

benchmark against which to assess its successes and failures.

DoDDS, however, is unlike any stateside system. The uniqueness

of DoDDS was summarized by a principal responding to.the Compre-

hensive Study:

There is an education that is most difficult
to statistically record that DoDDS kids
receive. Three years living in Germany,
Italy, England, and Norway add to the DoDDS
program. Field trips to the market, the
study of a medieval church CT a track meet
with host nation students add to one's
education a dimension stateside schools would
give their best to obtain.

4

*The Germany-North and Germany-South regions were consolidated
into a single region in January 1983.
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT ACTIViTIES-

Regiew of DoODS Background Information

Prior to contract award and continuing into May 1982

Advanced Technology began to accumulate background material on

the DoDDS worldwide school system for review and classification.

Key documents obtained include the following:

Evaluation reports of the North Central Association of
Colleges and Schocls

Department of Education Transition Team--Final Report"

Curriculum guidelines including prOgram goals and
obje :tives and approved lists of basic texts and
instructional materials

DoDDS assessments of student achievement, skill devel-
opment, and attitude surveys

National achieV.ement test results including SAT, ACT,
Metropolitan Readiness Tests, NAEP reports, and the
High School and Beyond Study

Five-year curriculum develcpme,It plans and reports

School staffing reports

Resource and facilities surveys 4

School, Regional, and Headquarters Office records and
reports

Regulations, manuals, and administrative instructions

Reports of the General Accounting Office and Defense
Audit Sere ice

All documents were reviewed by senior staff and classified

in terms of the key subsystems of the study, i.e., personnel,

finance, logistics, education, and executive services. These

resources formed the core of the project's management information

system.

s 1-4
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Formative Interviews

Immediately after contract award and concurrent with the

document review activity, informational interviews were conducted

by senior project staff with key personnel in the Office of

Dependents Schools CODS]. Nearly 50 such interviews were con-

ducted involving personnel from the Office of the Director, and

from the Divisions of Executive Services, Education, Person-

nel, Logistics, and Finance. The interviews served to identify

and refine information requirements and issues of concern to

Headquarters staff. These interviews also helped establish the

relative priority of the issues under the 64 topics enumerated in

the work statement and identify the relationships among them.

Individual interviews were also conducted with members of

the National Advisory Council on Dependents Education during the

course of their meeting in Washington in April of 1982. These

interviews added an important practitioner perspective to issues

identified by ODS staff.

Site visits were conducted in each of the six DoDDS regions

'during May and June of 1982 to identify and evaluate issues

beyond the Headquarters level. In each region, interviews were

conducted with the Regional Director, Deputy Director, and

numerous personnel.within the Divisions of Administrative Ser-

vices, Education, Personnel, Financial Management, and Logistics.

In addition, individual 'schools were visited and interviews con-

ducted with the principal, Xey administrators, and teachers.

MAor Military Commands were also visited in the spring of



1982 to further infort the identificat:.on of critical issues and

subsequent development of the research.design.

Reanilysis of Extant Data

As is true of the other preliminary project activities, the

reanalysis of extant data had a direct and substantive input to

the study design. Two components made this possible: (1) the

ongoing refinement and prioritization of study issues and

research questions and (2) the generation ,f data used directly

in this report.

The Defense Manpower Data Center's 1978 Omnibus Survey of

military personnel comprised one source of extant data for which

secondary analysis was performed. Of particular interest and

relevance to the Comprehensive Study were those survey items

concerning (1) likelihood of extending military service and (2)

rating the quality of schools for dependents. The data set was

screened to include only those personnel with deiendents. Sep-

arate cross-tabulations were obtai,:ed for officers, k0s, and

other enlisted personnel. Items were cross- tabulated with each

other and individually by Last overseas location. The original

response categories were collapsed ro exclude nonresponde.its and

irrelevant geographical areas from the percentage distributions.

Another major secondary analysis effort concerned the High

School and Beyond Sturiy. This data as was exanined in an

effort to d.ltermine comparability of DoDDS and statesi2e school

student.; in terms of availability of courses. The relationship

1-6
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of course work and other background factors to student achieve-

ment levels was also examined for both DoDDS and stateside stu-

dents. The methodology employed in the reanalysis of the High

School and Beyond Study is described in detail in Chapter 6.

Advisory Panel

An Advisory Panel consisting of eig'It individuals was chosen

by Advanced Technology to serve as an independent technical

advisory group to the project staffs Panelists were nominated to .

provide expertise across the following areas:

Stateside school district administration

Education policy analysis

D00 policy analysis

Research methodology and ddsign

Summaries of the expertise of the panel members (identified

below) are provided in Exhibit 1-1.

RADM John L. Butts, Jr.
U.S. Navy Retired

Dr. John M. Luke, former Superintendent of Schools
Chicopee, Massachusetts

Dr. Edward J. Meade, Jr.
Ford Foundation

Dr. Floretta McKenzie, Superintendent of Public
Schools, District of Columbia

Dr William S. Pierce, Executive Director
Council of Chief State School Officers

Dr. Corrine Rieder, Federal Relations Officer
Columbia University

Dr. David Segal, Professor of Sociology and of
Government and Politics, University of Maryland

Dr. Mady Segal, Professor of Sociology
University of Maryland

1-7
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Roar Admiral lobn L. Butts, Jr.. USN (Rot)

Admiral Outts has served in the European heater as Director of Operations to the Commandur-in-Chief Navy Europe and as Executive
Assistant to the Commander-inChiel Navy Pacific and as Commander of a carrier group. aas 44 extensive background In 4i1 aspects of
milltay personnol, logistics and fiscal :olicy, and practices.

Dr. John M. Luke

Or. John Luke has served Superintendent for the Chicopee Public Schools in Massachusetts. and !or school systems in Pennsylvania and
Minnesote. 1ks had served as 4 representative to the NATO conference from 1978 to 1981. In 1981, be was a melba' of 4 review team
which performed a OoDDS reolonal compliance uveleatIon.

Dr. Edward J. Meade

Dr. Meedo has hcon a Senior Program Officer with the ford Foundation in the area of edecatiOnal Improvement and policy since 1960. in

1962 ho was a member of a research team which performed an evaluation ce NODS. and in 1963-64 he served on the Defense Advisory
Committee on Educat ion. In addition, he has served for three years as a netnlys*. of the Secretary of the Waves Advisory Board on
Fdecetion and training !SAKTI and la 1969 was 4 special consultant to the then Secretary of HEW. Robert Finch.

Dr. florette McKentio

Dr. McKontle is currently Superintendent of Schools in Washington. D.C. Prior to this she served as Assistant SecreCary. for School
improvement witiOn the U.S. Department of Education.

Dr. Wil1lam S. Pierce

Dr. Pierce Is the Executives Director of the Council of Chief State School Officers. He has held positions as a Deputy State Super-
Ink:Wont of Schools in Michigan and, white with the U.S. Offices of Education, he served AS Acting Commissioner, Deputy Commissioner.

1 and Associate Commissioner.
oo

Dr. Corrine Rieder

Or. Riedow Is currently fedora' Relations Officer of Columbia Universlt. She has formerly served as Vice President of °Oaks Street
7i:ocher% College and as 4 consultant to the Ford Foundetion. Prior positions include serving as Cleicutive Director of Youthwork, lac.;
and, while with NIE. being responsible for Vocational/Career Education Programs.

Dr. David %egai

Or. Seed' is currently a Visiting Scientist with the Droekingu Institution. Prior experiences include a position as Chief of the
SocialPrecesses technical Area at the U.S. Army Research institute. where he was responsible for all aspects of social science
research elthin the Army.

Dr. Mady Seat
. -

Dr. WO is twit:011y an Associato Professor of Soclology at the University of Maryfand. Formerly she held research positions with
the Deperiment of Military Psycholooy, Waiter Reed Army inslifute'of Research. and at the Army Research institute for the Behavioral
and :,octal Scleaces. She Is d specialist in issues relating to family adjustment in military settings.

24

EXHIBIT I-I

SUMMARY OF ADVISORY PANEL MEMBERS' EXPERTISE i

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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The Advisory Panel met twice at Advanced Technology's Reston

Ifacility during the course of the project. At the first meeting..

in July of 1982 all aspects of the study were presented in an

initial overview including progresi to date and activities yet to

be accomplished. Particular attention was given to the refine-

ment of study issues, the development of specific research ques-

tions, and the appropriateness of various data ,collection method-

ologies to individual research questions. The guidance received

from the Advisory Panel represented a major milestone in the

formulation of research questions and the data collection

approach.

The panel met again in March of 1983 to review study find-

ings and full drafts of the final reports. Guidance was received

regarding possible revisions to the draft reports, additional

analyses, alternative interpretalions of the data and the

implications of draft recommendations.

RESEARCH DESIGN

Formulation of the research questions employed a multi-

dimensional matrix approach. At the first level of this matrix

the five operating subsystems oi! DoDDS were superimposed on the

five major study issues with the following result:

Edu- Per- Executive
cation sonnel Logistics Finance Services

Educational Opportunity x

Student Progress
Resources & Facilities
Structure & Management
Future Factors

1-9
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This first level provided direction as to the concepts that

should underlie the research questions and indication as to where

. in the system evidence would be found to address the study

iesuep.

A framework was then developed outlining in general terms

the components of each study issue and the aspects of the system

that required measurement. For example, under the issue of edu-

cational opportunity it was determined that data would be

required describing quality, access, and delivery regarding the

educational programs, the staff, and the facilities. Under

resources and facilities, data requirements were categorized as

pertaining to planning, providing and monitoring the personnel,

logistics* and finances of the system. The net result of this

was i. matrix of 46 cells in which research questions were formu-

lated. For each research question, data sources and collection

methods were specified.

The next steps in the design process included issue synthe-

sis and prioritization. Issue synthesis involved identification

of cross-cutting issues spanning the five organizational subsys-

tems and research questions that appeared in more than one cell.

Research questions were ranked according to the direction in the

scope of work, information acquired through the interviews, fur-

ther review of the background materials, and the advice of the

Advisory Panel and Project Officer. From this point measures

were described for each research question, priorities

re-examined, survey items specified, and priorities again

re-examined in light of respondent burden.

1-10 27
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This process ensured that while the study would be compre-

hensive it would be targeted at the most significant and critical

issues. This process also provided a framework for later

analysis of the data.

SAMPLE SELECTION

Mail Survey of School Principals

The ?gail survey of school principals consisted of a universe

sample involving all 269 schools in the DoDDS system. A matrix

design was employed as a means of reducing respondent burden.

C'The decision as to which school principals received which of two

versions of the questionnaire was made by rotating systematically

through the entire list of schools stratified by region. A

random half of the principals therefore received version A of the

survey questionnaire and the remaining half version B.

Representative Site Visitation Sample

The representative visits to 40 sites required that a strat-

ified random sampling technique be employed. A proportionate

stratified sample was selected using probability methods after

grouping al). schools by the following variables: (1) DoDDS

region, (2) predominant military service, (3) distance in hours

from Regional Office, and (4) enrollment size of school. The

respondent sample is illustrated in Exhibit 1-2.

Once the 40 schools were selected using this procedure,

respondent selection within schools was performed. Certain

respondents, such as the principal, cognizant Base Commander,

281-11
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REGION UNIVERSE SAMPLE

Germany-North 75 11

Germany-South 65 9

Mediterranean 34 6

Atlantic 40 5

Pacific 40 6

Panama 15 3

SERVICE.

Air Force 112 15

Army 117 19

Navy 27 4

Marines 13 2

DISTANCE

< 2 Hours 125 18

2-6 Hours 58 10

> 6 Hours 86 12

SIZE

< 400 141 20

4')O or More 128 20

EXHIBIT 1-2

COMPARISON OF CHARACTERISTICS OF DoDDS UNIVERSE
TO REPRESENTATIVE SAMPLE OF 40 DoDDS SCHOOLS

1-12 29



Base Engineei-, and Civilian Personnel Office [CPO] Director were

chosen with certainty since'they are the only personi filling

those roles for each site. All teachersat each school received

the survey questionnaire. For the remaining respondents, how-

ever, random sampling was again employed. Upon arrival at each

site, interviewers were furnished with rosters of teachers,

specialists, parents, students, and School Advisory Committee

[SAC] members. Then the following standard random sampling Steps

were followed:

Determine the total eligibly population for each
respondent category from the roster provided.

Divide the total eligible population by the required
number of respondents to determine the sampling
interval..

Randomly select a starting-point (from a random number
table) equal to or less than the interval, which
becomes the first respondent selected.

Add the skip interval to each succeeding number to
select all remaining respondents.

Precise written instructions regarding random sampling, defini-

tions of each category of respondents, and a random number table

were provided all interviewers.

Case Studies

Cise studies were intended to expand the depth of the

information base in regard to specific issues; as such, sites for

the case studies were purposively selected. Information for

selection was acquired through previous project activities and

the suitability of each site in terms of the topical areas of

concern. Considerable guidance regarding possible sites for

30
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case studies was received from ODS and Regional Office personnel.

Exhibit 1-3 identifies the sites selected under each of the case

study topics. A random sample of 20 special education student

files was selected for data abstraction at all sites visited for

the quality of education case study.

Major Commands, and Military Finance and Accounting Offi-

ces, were additional samples involved in the data collection

'effort for the project. All Major Commands having cognizance

over DoDDS-related activities were included in that sample. All

local finance and accounting offices serving the 40 schools in

the representative sample as well as three major finance and

accounting offices in Upper Heyford, England: Torrejon, Spain:

and Swetzingen, Germany (USAFACEUR) were sampled. Interviews at

each site were held with a cross-section of persons performing

DoDDS-related functions in these offices.

Stateside Resources Comparability Survey

Five respondent universes were designated for the resources

comparability survey of stateside education agencies. These are

described below with indication of whether sampling was required

and the number of adknistrative units surveyed for each category

of respondent.

Local Education Agencies [LEAs] of comparable size to
DoODS. Size was defined as enrollment being ± 50
percent of DoDDS' enrollment (70,000-210,000) and the
number of schools being + 50 percent the number of
schools operated by DoODS (137-410). Fifteen LEAs met
these criteria and were included with certainty.

31
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NO. OF
TOPIC CASE STUDIES SITES

Regional Office ManageTent 5 5 Regional Offices

Quality of k:ducation 5 11 Schools, 2 Educa-
tional Service
Centers

pupil Transportation 2 2 Regional Offices,
3 Schools

Military Community and 2 2 Schools and Cogni-
School Interface zant Local Support

Services

Management Information 1 1 Regional Office, 3
Schools

School Construction 1 1 Military Engineer
Division, 1
Regional Office,
2 Construction
Projects

Overcharging for Support 2 2 Regional Offices
Services 2 Schools

Host Country Schools as 1 1 School and Its
Alternatives to DoDDS Community

EXHIBIT 1-3

PURPOSIVE SAMPLE FOR CASE STUDIES

i,
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LEAs with concentrations .of small schools comparable to
DoDDs. The universe was defined as LEAs with the total
number of schools in the LEA between 137 and 410 and
the proportion of small schools most like Dot DS 7 We

six districts meeting, these criteria were randomly
selected for the survey.

The three LEAs closest in size to each of DoDDS' six
regions where size was measured first by total enroll-
ment and second by average school enrollment. The
18 districts meeting these criteria were included in
the survey.

LEAs of comparable size to DoDDS regions with high con-
centratl-ns of students from military families. High
concern. scion was defined by the proportion of military
impacted enrollment. The six districts having the
highest military impact were included in the study.

Statewide school systems of comparable size to DoDDS
were studied (using a modified version of the LEA sur-
vey instrument). Comparable size was defined as having
between 137 and 410 schools and enrollment betWeen
70,000 and 210,000. Seven states and the District of
Columbia met these criteria and were surveyed with
certainty.

INSTRUMENTATION

A package of 20 instruments was developed for the DoDDS

Comprehensive Study. Included in this package were 2 versions of

a mail questionnaire sent to all school principals in the 6

DoDDS regions; a series of 10 interview instruments used to

collect data from respondents at the 40 sites in the represen-

tative sample; 2.instruments for documentation of interviewers'

observations; a resources comparability survey form for Local

Education Agencies and an analogous form for state education

agencies: less structured protocols for use in the 20 case

studies (including the Major Command and Military Finance

Accounting Office visits), and a data extraction form for

reviewing special education needs.

1-16 33I
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A pretest of all the draft interview and survey.instruments

was undertaken in September 198; in Frankfurt, Hanau, and Bad

Kreuznach, West Germany. The pretest indicated that a single

comprehensive instrument should be used to collect data from

principals and assistant principals since the duties assigned to

assistant principals vary from school to school. This allowed

individual principals to decide which questions would be best

addressed by the assistant principals. As a result of the pre-

test of the mail survey instrument, the questionnaire was sepa-

rated into two versions, each containing the same core items for

all areas of inquiry but with one version 'probing more exten-

sively into educational issues and one with an in-depth focqs on

administrative and logistical concerns. Also it was observed

that many of the data elements contained in 'the base commander

instrument could be obtained in a discussion with the Schools

Officer.% Base commanders were thus advised that, for questions

regarding operational issues, the Schools Officer could be desig-

nated to respond to those items.

The pretest also provided information on the following

aspects of all draft instruments tested:

Feasibility of the instruments to collect the desired
data

Preliminary item content

Appropriateness of items to measure the desired
phenomenon

Preliminary instrument format

Actual administration time required for the purpose of
estimating respondent burden

t I;
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Respondent selection procedures were also discussed with

school principals during the pretest. It was decided that to

ensure randomness interviewers would select respondent students,

parents, teachers, specialists, and School Advisory Committee

members from current rosters available at the schools rather than

having school personnel draw thesejsamples prior to site visits.

Mail Survey of School Principals

Both versions of the mail survey form consisted of 105 indi

vidual items. Approximately one-third of the questions were

identical across questionnaires with the most critical questions

for each topic of interest, included in both versions. This

ensurtd that, to some degree, all issues were addressed in both

versions and permitted later analytic comparisons of the two

portions of the sample. The remaining two-thirds of each form

focused in-depth on particular issues.

Version A of the principal survey focused more extensively

on educational and instructional issues. For example, while both

surveys asked basic questions about the five-year curriculum

development process, version A included several more detailed and

specific questions about the process. Similar patterns exist in

such areas as quality of instruction, graduation requirements,

use of specialists, and other educationally oriented activities.

Version B emphasized administrative and support services,

and it included detailed questions about personnel, student

transportation, budget preparation, facilities, and school

safety.

35
1-18



Instrumentation for the Representative Site Visitation Sample

The instrumentation for the representative visitation sample

consisted of a 14-part package of interview protocols and obser-

vation forms. The specific respondent for whom -each interview

was designed and the number of items within each interview

Instrument are presented in Exhibit 1-4.

The focus of the items taken as a whole was similar to that

described for the principal survey. The conteat varied from

instrument to instrument to reflect the varying experience of

different respondents. The interview instruiaents included prob-

ing questions impossible in a mail questionnaire.

Case Studs Protocols

The intent of the case studies was to allow an in-depth

examination of cross cutting issues, to provide answers to

research questions from a multitude of perspectives, and to gain

a better understanding of the functioning of the system. Case

study protocols were developed for each of the following areas:

Regional Office management

Quality of education

Pupil transportation

'Military community and school interface

Management information in Dot=

School construction

Circumstances of overcharging for support services

Host country schools as alternatives to DoDDS

3$
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MAXIMUM NUMBER
INSTRUMENT TYPE
AND RESPONDENT

OF RESPONDENTS AT
EACH SITE NUMBER OF ITEMS

Interviews

Principal 1 339

Teacher 3 141

Specialist 3 173

Parent 5 48

Student. (Grade's 1-4) 6 15

Student (Grades 5-12) 6 26

SAC Member 1 39

Base Commander 1 12

Base Engineer 1 60

Civilian Personnel 1 55
Office Director

Observations

Classroom 2 2

School Walkthrough 1 10

Survey Questionnaires

Teacher M1 58

Parent 1 per 10 students 11

EXHIBIT 1-4

CHARACTERISTICS OF OATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS
FOR REPRESENTATIVE SITE VISITS

120
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For each case study, general issues to be examined and specific

research questions to be answered were developed. The special

education student abstract form was provided as part of the

quality of education case study protocol.

The development of the case study protocols represented the

culmination of the synthesis of issues process which began upon

contract award. The development of case study protocols bene-

fited from the considerable insight gained from the representa-

tive site visits. As a result of this added knowledge the draft

protocols were refined to reflect the most current and critical

aspects of each particular focus of study. Instrumentation for

the case study data collection activity at major Military

Commands and Finacme and Accounting Offices consisted of largely

unstructured interview instruments which, while requesting much

specific background data, also contained numerous open-ended

questions.

Stateside Resources Comparability Survey

Design of a data collection instrument for the stateside

resources comparability survey posed unique problems. This was

the only component of the study for which primary data collectiOn

from stateside school systems was to be undertaken. Unlike other

data collection activities, participation in this survey fell

outside the purview of the sponsoring agency (DoDDS). Design of

this questionnaire required developing a reporting framework that

(1) would measure stateside resources in categories that could be

compared to the DoDDS operating structure and (2) would isolate

3L -21
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from stateside data resources expended for functions not compara-

ble with DoDDS functions.

Two instruments for abstracting data from publicly available
.

local education agen. y [LEA) and state education agency [SEA)

documents were developed. The instruments covered four areas of

inquiry: operational data, student data, staffing data, And

financial data. Data were specified for three fiscal years,

primarily to permit validation of abstracted financial data

across budget cycles.

INTERVIEWER SELECTION AND TRAINING

Interviewers foy.Soth on-site data collection activities

were selected Irom the senior level research personnel and

faculty of Advanced Technology and its stbcontractors. Of
.

V,

primary concern in the selection of interviewers was the degree

of prior experience and familiarity in three critical areas:

educational research: structured interviewing or case study

methodology, as appropriate: and the general environment and

specific contextual concerns of DoODS. Advanced Technology staff

were selected by the Project Director. Selection of university

faculty was done by the respective pean or Department. Chair of

the participating irwtitutions.

Training for the representative site interviews was held

for three days (September 29 to October 1, 1982) at.Advanced

Technology's Reston, Virginia, facility. Each inteiiewer was

provided with.a procedures manual that served as both a training

aid and a field guide.
,
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Thorough coverage of each content area was provided during

training by the person on the project team with the greatest

amount of expertence and expertise in that particular aret.

Interviewing techniques were thoroughly discussed and practiced

by reviewing each instrument in a lecture format and then through

role play activities. These activities familiarized the inter-

viewers with the instruments and provided the technical and pro-

cedural dee.ails necessary for data collection in light of any

situational contingIncy. Field procedures, data management, data

recording and editing, and transmittal of data back to Advanced

Technology in Reston, Virginia, were coverer:. Travel procedures,

such as use of rental cars, lodging arrangements, and travel

advances were also presented.

For the case studies, substantial familiarity ar.d experience

in specific content areas were the primary criteria used for

selection of interviewers. Case study teams were paired accord

ing to these specific criteria:

Teams should represent the broadest possible expertise

Teams should be insulated against possible "institu-
tional biases "': thus two staff members from the same
organization were not teamed together.

Case study training, held on October 28 and 29, proceeded in

much the same fashion as that for the representative visits. All

case study team members received training in case study method-

ology and report requirements. A brief overview of each case

study topic was presented by one of the project team members

to highlight the larger cross-cutting or synthesis issues of the

40
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study. Individual case study teams carried out thorough in-depth

reviews of the protocols and the purpose of case studies for the
.1b

team's topic areas.

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

Background Information

Upon award of contract ODS provided Advanced Technology with

copies of all reference materials cited in the contract's State-

ment of Work. Members of the ODS staff interviewed during the

forative stage of the project (May and June 1982) were asked to

describe the details of the offices' functions and to suggest

additional data sources that should be included in the project

files. Where such sources were still in draft form, ODS staff

were requested to provide copies of these documents once fina-

lized and approved for formal circulation. By limiting back-

ground data collection to only finalized documents, it was pos-

sible to ensure thatthe study assessed DODOS as it eras operating

during the early months of the 1982-83 school year and not as it

might operate at some future date.

Mail Survey of School Principals

A mail survey of all school principals throughout the six

regions was undertaken in the fall of 1982. Prior to mailing,

each cr:estionnaire was assigned a seven-digit identification

number, printed in the upper right-hand corner, to facilitate

tracking, logging in, follow-up mailing, and analysis of the

principal survey.

1-24 41
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During early phases of the project all principals were

notified through DoDDS of the plans for a mail survey. It was

initially sent out on November 1, 1982, and included a cover

letter fromthe Project Director. This letter explained the

nature and purpose of the survey, requested cooperation, and

assured confidentialit of data received. A preprinted, prepaid

return mailer was also provided with the questionnaire. Upon

receipt the completed instruments were logged in by identifica-

tion number, tallied, and filed In secure cabinets within the

data storage room. Any incomplete forms were identified during

the log-in process, suitable explanations were recorded, and the

forms were removed from the file.

A follow-up letter, another questionnaire of the same ver-

sion, and return envelopes were sent to all nonrespondents on

December 13, 1982. As of that date the response rate stood at 61

percent. Finally, phone calls to Regional Deputy Directors or

other appropriate contact persons were made in mid-January to

increase the number of responses. The final response rate for

the mail survey rose to 96 percent.

Representative Site Visits

The interviewers visited a total of 40 randomly selected

schools, 28 associated CPO offices, 38 associated military

engineering offices, and the 37 cognizant commands throughout the

six DoDDS regions, from October 4 through October 22, 1982. Each

of the 12 interviewers was assigned to visit 3 or 4 schools,

depending upon the number of days required for data collection

42 1-25
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at each site. The usual length of time spent at each school was

three days, although four days were required at several of the

larger schools. The total number, of interviews, observations,

and surveys completed by respondent type during the representa-

tive site visits is presented in Exhibit 1-5.

Interviews were scheduled by the interviwers when they

arrived.at each site. The teacher drop-off surveys were distri-

buted to all teachers on the.first day of data collection, and

the forms were then completed and returned in sealed envelopes to

the data collectors on the third day. Parent surveys were sent

home with students on the first day and returned in sealed

envelopes to their classroom or homeroom teachers, who returned

the entire lot to the data collectors. In both survey efforts,

confidentiality of the respondents was completely assured. Once

all instruments for a site had been completed, interviewers pack-

aged them securely and mailed them back to Advanced Technology in

prepaid mailers.

As with the mail questionnaire, all representative site

instruments were assigned'identification codes to facilitate the

tracking, logging in. and subsequent analysis activities. The

seven-digit number included a two-digit code for instrument type,

a two-digit code for the school, and a three-digit code for the

respondent number. When completed interview packages were

returned to Advanced Technology, a transmittal form containing

these identification numbers for the completed instruments was

included as the cover sheet to facilitate subsequent data

management.
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INTERVIEW
RESPONDENT

NUMBER OF
COMPLETED INTERVIEWS

RESPONSE
RATE (PERCENT)

Principal
39 98%

Teacher
113 94%

Specialist
83 69%

Parent
163 82%

Student (Grades 1-4) 112 99%

Student (Grades 5-12) 126 99%

SAC Member
37 92%

Base Commander
35 95%

Base 7'ngineer
37 97%

CPO Director
28 100%

OBSERVATIONS

Classroom
78 100%

School Walkthrough
40 100%

DROP-OFF QUESTIONNAIRES

Teacher
698 80%

Parent
1,206 69%

EXHIBIT 1-5

NUMB:. OF COMPLETED INTERVIEWS AND QUESTIONNAIRES

FROM REPRESENTATIVE SITE VISITS
1.
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Case Studies

As noteG previously, eight specific areas were addressed by

the case study methodology. Caie study reports were prepared

after site visits to five of the DoDDS regions by six two-person

teams. They prepared, at minimum, case studies on the Regional

Office and on the quality of education at one or more of the

schools vitiited. In addition, other case study topics were

addressed in certain regions, as appropriate. For example, a

case study topic such as host country alternatives to DoDDS

schools was relevant only at selected sites.

Depending on such factors as focus of inquiry, complexity of

the respondent base, and the size of the school, case study teams

dedicated one to five days to a topic. All six teams were on

site from November 1 through November 17, 1982.

Project staff undertook data collection activities at Major

Commands and Finance and Accounting Offices from October 4

through November 9, 1982, Approximately 70 unstructured inter-

views were completed for this case study.

Stateside Resources Comparability Survey

This survey involved a comparison of staff and financial

resources between DoDDS and 7 state and 41 local education

agencies. A letter from the Director of DoDDS was sent to the

superintendents of all education agencies in the sample, pro-

viding information about the Comprehensive Study, the Stateside

Survey, and the importance of securing the superintendents'

cooperation. An abstracting protocol and a letter from the

45
1-28

I r



01

Project Director were sent. The cover letter referenced the

Director's letter and provided more specific information about

the comparability survey. Respondents were requested to review

the protocol and identify the information requirement and to send

those publicly available documents which would best fulfill the

survey's data needs. The request. specifically identified such

items as annual reports, Ptatistical summaries:and budgets.

Prepaid return envelopes were provided to facilitate response.

Upon receipt, project staff thoroughly examined all docu-

ments, and relevant data were extracted. A first iteration of

completing the survey instrument was accomplished for all respon-

dents before any followup activity was initiated.

Partially completed instruments were reviewed against the

source documents, and specific data elements not available wJre

recorded. The superintendent or other appropriate officer such

as the business manager, personnel director, or planning officer

was then phoned to request either like documents for the missing

year(s) or information to complete one or more specific survey

items. The latter request was made only when data requirements

were relatively few and straightforward, thereby ensuring no

undue burden on the respondent. If data for an entire year or

section of the survey were missing, a request was made for

specific documents. After the phone Willow -up procedures the

instruments were comple.ed and prepared for analysis.
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DATX PROCESSING

Several procedures were employed to maintain a high level of

quality control over the coding of the study's raw data. First,

editing and coding of the open-ended items on the mail question-

naires and the interview instruments were performed by specially

trained staff members. A series of test protocols were coded.

For high volume instruments, test coding was practiced until

intercoder reliability was at least 90 percent. Low volume

instruments were assigned to a single coder. All instruments

were manually validated to verify proper skip patterns, ranges,

and other requirements. While coding was in process, senior

staff reviewed coded instruments to verify accuracy and

thoroughness.

Data from the mail. surveys of principals and from interviews

and observations conducted at the 40 representative sites were

converted to numeric codes and then keypunched onto magnetic

tape. Keypunching for all instruments was preprogrammed so

that invalid key strokes (e.g., unacceptable code in a given

field) could not be registered. Both manual and automated veri-

fication were performed. All data underwent a preliminary fre-

quency check on all variables using the Statistical Package for

the Social Sciences [SPSS] to identify data elements out of

legitimate ranges.

The data files that were created are accessible either by

SPSS or the Statistical Analysis System CSAS). File documenta-

tion was integrated into the data base. Data for each inter-

view sample were stored on a separate file that contained an
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appended series of demographic variables for the related site.

Subfiles for comparison of responses from different individuals

at the same site were created throucth site specific codes on each

record.

ANALYSIS

Data collected from the mail surveys of principals and

representative site visits were subjected to a variety of analy-

ses described in this section. Analytic techniques employed for

the High School and Beyond Study and Stateside Resources Compara-

bility Survey data bases are presented in their respective chap-

ters.

Descriptive analyses consisted mainly of distributions and

summary statistics for variables. For continuous data, such as

miles traveled by school buses, variables were described in terms

of frequency distributions, cumulative distributions, and statis-

tics summarizing central tendency and variability in the data.

For categorical or nominal items, such as mode of participation

in the five-year curriculum development process, percentages of

cases falling into different categories were computed.

Once overall desc4ntions were obtained, attention turned to

ascertaining whether the patterns observed in the dependent vari-

ables remained constant within various subgroupings. For exam-

ple, it was informative to know whether the worldwide percentage

of teachers having guiielines to interpret test results charac-

terized all six regions equally well. For categorical data, con-

tingency tables with chi-square tests of significance were used

1
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to assess the relationships -.Along variables. For continuous

data, correlations were computed to indicate relationships among

pairs of variables. Scattergrams and conventional multiple

regression analyses were among other techniques used in a more

limited manner.

'Information obtained through the case studies was used as a

reference, particularly in the interpretation of analytic

results. This information contained the greatest depth and thus

proved to contain the most powerful descriptors of factors influ

encing the results obser,ed in the mail survey and interview

data. Extreme caution was observed by analysts when introducing

these data into the analysis to ensure that rules of generaliz-

ability were not being broken.

The overall organization of these tasks was undertaken with

reference to the ar,alytic framework within which research ques-

tions and individual instrument items had previously been

aligned,

PROJECT REPORTING

Formal project reporting activities involved both written

submissions and oral briefings. Monthly progress reports review-

ing the preceding month's progress, outlining activities to be

undertaken in the succeeding month, and noting apparent or

anticipated problems were deliverd to the Project Officer.

In addition to these reports the project team provided

briefings throughout the life of the project beginning in early

summer 1982 and continuing through submission of the Final

1 32
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Report, Among those briefed were the Project Officer, the DoDDS

Director, the Deputy Assistant. Secretary of Defense for Military

Personnel and Force Managemene[MRA&L], and interested congres-

sional staff on the House Committee on Education and Labor and,

the House Committee on Government Operations. While the project

team maintained a continuous process of information sharing with

DoDDS on such items as preliminary findings and recommendations

as they emerged, such communication remained within the congres-

sional mandate for a truly "independent" study of the system.

The final products of the study are four reports: this

"Report of the Comprehensive Study of the Department of Defense

Dependents Schools,"' "Future Factors Affecting the Department of

Defense Dependents Schools," an "Executive Summary," and the

"Report on Legislative and Funding Recommendations."

du-
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CHAPTER 2

QUALITY OP EDUCATION

OVERVIEW

One of the purposes of the congressionally mandated Com-

prehensive Study, as expressed in the Reqaest for Proposal, was

to determine "the extent to which DODOS offers a . . . quality

educational opportunity to students . . . Ott The constituent

parts of educational quality and, more important, the key driving

variables--and the causal relationships among those variables of

educational qualityare subjects of considerable disagreement in

the educational community.

Chapter 2 is divided into three main sections: Program

Quality, Principal as Instructional Leader, and Curriculum

Development Process. The first section, Program Quality, is

further broken down into subsections: Perceptions of Instruc-

tional Quality, Materials Quality, Instrudtional Management, and

School and Classroom Discipline. Other chapters in this report

deal with additional aspects of educational quality (e.g., stu-

dent performance, staff qualifications, etc.).

PROGRAM QUALITY

Perceptions of Instructional Quality

An important feature of the Comprehensive Study was the

measurement of the quality of instruction according to the

various clients--students, parents, teachers, and school admini-

strators. Quite apart from objective measures of instructional

quality, parents' perceptions of DoDDS vis-a-vis stateside

2-1

51



and overseas private schools influence re-enlistments, overall

satisfaction with life in the overseas military community, and

the choice between a DoDDS school and one of the private--and,

occasionally, free publicalternatives. Teachern and admini-

strators are successfully reJruited and retained, in part,

because of their perceptions of the quality of education in

DoDDS. Students, particularly at the high school level, see the

quality of their instruction from a practical, comparative

perspective, that is, "Does my DoDDS education increase or

decrease my chances in the marketplace (college placement,

vocational skills, etc.)?"

It is significant that when 1,206 parents of DoDDS children

were asked to grade DoDDS overall, 50 percent said they would

give the system an A or B (A=9 percent: B=41 percent). These

figures provide an interesting comparison to a 1982 Gallup Poll

(in Phi Delta Kappan, September 1982) in which 1,558 randomly

selected adults--not necessarily parents of school-aged chil-

dren--were asked to grade the U.S. public school system. The

Gallup poll found that only 23 percent would grade schools

nationwide an with A or B (A=3 percent: B=20 percent). On the

other hand, when only parents of school-aged children were asked

to grade schools in their communities, 37 percent of that Gallup

sample gave their schools a grade of an A or B (A=8 percent: B=29

percent).

Comparisons between the Gallup poll and the DoCOS survey

cannot be made with statistical precision because items were
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worded differently and respondent selection procedures were not

the same. These caveats notwithstanding, one is nevertheless

struck by the difference in the perceptions of parents of DoDDS

and parents of U.S. children. Parents of DoDDS students hold

their schools in higher regard thin do parents in the U.S.

Another interesting perspective is parents' perceptions of

the quality of DoDDS education when they are separated according

to region (see Exhibit 2-1). Differences in the perceived

quality of DoDDS education appear when parents' views are dis-

aggregated. In Germany-South, 39 percent of parents gave DoDDS

an A or in Panama the number was 69 percent. When asked to

grade teachers in the community, DoDDS parents were even more

generous in their approval. In Panama, 83 percent of parents.
4

gave teachers in their community an A or 2: in the Pacific the

number was 62 percent. For the other regions the' numbers were

Germano-North, 59 percent; Atlantic, 59 percent; Mediterranean 55

percent; and Germany-South, 50 percent.

The opinions of students were analyzed to see if they, agreed

with their parents about the quality of instruction and, further,

to see if the regional, differences expressed by their parents

prevailed at the student level. Students rated "tlie quality of

teaching in this school compared to your stateside experience"

according to region, as shown in Exhibit 2-2.

Only moderate regional differences appear when the opinion:-

of fifth- through twelfth-grade students were disaggregated by

region. In three of five regions--Germany-North, Atlantic, and
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A 1:1C D CM401*
DON'T sAMP'

SIZE

Germany-North 8% 42% 28% 4% 1% 17% 461 ,

Germany-South 6% 34% 34% 9% 1% 16t 268

Atlantic 4% 52% 34% 4% 0% 4% 44

Mediterranean 6% 44% 251 9% 0% 17% 138 1

Pacific 16% 41% 24% 3% 2% 14% ' 186

Panama 231 46% 16% 3% 1% 11% 74

EXHIBIT 2-1

DISTRIBUTION OF GRADES GIVEN BY PARENTS,
TO DoODS OVERALL BY REGION

2-4
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GERMANY-
NORTH

GERMANY-
SOUTH ATLANTIC

MEDI-
TERRANEAN PACIFIC

Worse 4%A .10% 0% 7% 0%

About the Same 48% 67% 50% 50% 53%

Better 37% 20% 36% 29% 40%

Much Better . 11% 3% 14% 7% 7%

V

*Based on student sample size of 126. Number of student respon-
dents from Panama was insufficient for reliable estimation.

EXHIBIT 2-2

FIFTH THROUGH TWELFTH GRADE STUDENT RATINGS BY
REGION* OF THE QUALITY OF DoDDS SCHOOLS

COMPARED TO STATESIDE SCHOOLS
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Pacific--about half of all students interviewed stated that

instruction in their DoDDS school was better or much better than

that in their stateside schools. Thirty-five percent of respond-

ing Mediterranean students .agreed with the better ratings, while

in Germany-South only 23 percent felt instruction was better in

the DoDDS schools. Thus both students and parents are inclined

to rate Germany-South below the other regions.

Fifth- through twelfth-grade students were also asked to

indicate if they were ahead, behind, or at about the same level

when they arrived at their DoDDS schools. The results of this

question are shown in Exhibit 2-3. Approximately two-thirds of

the students answered that they were at about the same level

except for mathematics, elementary reeling, and instrumental

music. In mathematics, 30 percent said they were ahead; 26

percent said they were behind. Thirtysix percent of music

students said they were ahead, while only 8 percent said they

were behind.

In order to discover how well recent stateside transfer situ-

dents fit into the DoDDS program, a question asking if students

were at about the same level, behind, or ahead when they arrived

was cross-tabulated with those whose previous schools were in the

U.S. Subjects in which large numbers of students felt they were

ahead of DoDDS when they arrived include music (33 percent) and

mathematics (31 percent). In other subjects, however, two-thirds

or more felt the DoDDS scnools were at about the same le.el or

ahead of statAside schools.
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AHEAD
ABOUT
SAME BEHIND

Elementary Reading
25% 54% 21%

Writing
12% 73% 15%

Mathematics
30% 43% 26%

Science
19% 60% 20%

Social Studies
15% 69% 16%

Instrumental Music
36% 56% 8%

Choral Music
22% 70% 7%

Art
19% 72% 10%

Physical Education
19% 70% 11%

Vocational Education
8% 75% 17%

Algebra
19% 71% 10V

High School English 27% 67% 7%

Geometry
* * *

%lculus
* * *

Physics
* * *

Chemistry
* * *

Foreign Language
* * *

*The number of respondents was

estimation.

insufficient for reliable

EXHIBIT 2-3

RATINGS BY STUDENTS
OF WHERE THEY RANKED ACADEMICALLY

WHEN THEY ARRIVED AT THEIR DoDDS SCHOOLS



Parents. too. were asked to grade elementary and second-

ary subject areas, thus providing their perspective on the qual-

ity of instruction in areas and grade levels where they may or

may not have had firsthand knowledge. When As are combined with

Bs, between 55 and 65 percent of the parents thought that the

quality of-instr_uction in all subjects except high school voca-

tional training merited a B or better. For the latter, 47 per-

cent gave an A or B. The quality of instruction was perceived

best in elementary school reading% 31 percent gave it an A; 40

percent awarded it a B.

When asked *.o indicate on a scale of 1 to 4 the level of

satisfaction for "the way this school is preparing you for either

a job or college," 60 percent of the students i.n grades 5 through

12 said they were satisfied; 12 percent said they were very

satisfied; and 4 percent said they were dissatisfied.

Parents of high school students were asked for their opin-

ions regarding the amount of attention their children's schools

devoted to six areas. These areas thus provide a proxy for

instructionzd quality by measuring the system's ability 'o meet

certain educational objectives. Exhibit 2-4 presents the results

of this question. The areas most frequently cited by parents as

not receiving enough attention were: (1) "preparing students who

do not go to college for a job or career after gradua--ion" (46

percent) and (2) "developing student moral and ethical character"

(44 percent).

When students in grades 5 through 12 were asked 'o compare

the way they were taught in stateside schools to the way teachers
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I

Developing Student Moral and

TOO
MUCH

RIGHT
AMOUNT

NOT
ENOUGH

Ethical Character
2% 37% 44%

Teaching Students How to Think 0% 83% 27%

Preparing Students Who Do Not Go

to College for a Job or Career

after Graduation

4% 50% 46%

Preparing Students to be Informed 0% 75% 25%

Citizens Prepared to Vote at 18

Preparing Students for College 0% 69% 31%,

Developing Students' Appreciation
of Art, Music, and Other Cultural -3% 59% 39%

Interests

EXHIBIT 2-4

RATINGS BY PARENTS OF
ATTENTION Do DDS GIVES TO SIX AREAS
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instruct in DODOS schools, 45 percent felt there was no dif-
s;

ference. Other answers to that question--an open-ended, unstruc-

tured item--did not occur with sufficient frequency to be signi-

ficant. A similar question asked students in grades 5 through 12

to rate on a scale of 1 to 5 the overall quality of teaching "in

this school compared to your stateside experience." The results

were as follows: much worse, 0 percent: worse, ! percent: about

the same, 57 percent: better, 30 percent: and much better, 8 per-

cent. Thus, 95 percent of all responding high school students

rated teaching in their DoDDS school as equal to or better than

their stateside instruction.

Teachers were also queried for their opinions about the

ability of stateside transfer students "to fit easily into the

program." Nearly 88 percent said they fit in easily. Of the 17

teachers who thought their children did not fit easily into

schools, one-third thought OoDOS schools were ahead of stateside

schools.

Principals of all DODOS schools were surveyed to find their

opinions of the quality of instruction in each. of the subject

areas offered in their schools. Their perceptions are presented

in Exhibit 2-5. By far, reading was the subject principals

thought had the highest quality of instruction: 94 percent rated

it as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale of low quality to high quality.

The next best instructed subject was language arts, with 86 per-

cent rating it 4 or 5, followed by mathematics with 81 percent.

2 -10 60
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LOW
QUALITY

1 2 3 4

HIGH
QUALITY

5

Social Studies 0% 4% 24% 50% 21%

Sciences 4% 19% 37% 26% 13%

Mathematics 0% 4% 16% 50% 31%

Computer Education 20% 24% 13% 31% 11%

Language Arts 0% 0% 14% 52% 34%

Reading 1% 0% 4% 34% 60%

Foreign Language 6% 10% , 17% 39% 27%

Music
4% 14% 34% 30% 18%

Arts
6% 10% 35% 32% 17%

Humanities 7% 6% 49% 32% 7%

Career Education 6% 23% 44% 21% 6%

Vocational Education 9% 13% 45% 19% 13%

Health
4% 1% 49% 36% 4%

Physical Education 4% 61 29% 38t 23%

Host Nation 2% 12% 22% 39% 24%

ESL
4% 11% 38% 32% 16%

Compensatory Education 6% 4% 29% 38% 23%

Special Education 1% 3% 12% 52% 32%

*All percentages are based on responses to the principal mail

survey.

EXHIBIT 2-5

RATINGS BY'PRINCIPALS*
OF SUBJECTS TAUGHT IN THEIR SCHOOLS

61
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At the other extreme, computer education was regarded as the

most poorly instructed subject: 44 percent of principals with

that subject in their schools rated it a 1 or 2. One mu.-t note,

however, that formaltomputer education had not been introduced

into the schools at the time of this data collection. Career

education was the next lowest rated subject with 29 percent.

Like computer education, career education has been added only

recently to the curriculum. Sciences came next with a combined 1

or 2 rating of 23 percent.,

Another measure of principals. perceptions of instructional

quality is whether they feel high school graduation requirements

should be raised. Those strongly favoring raising requirements,

plus those who somewhat favor raising requirements, totaled 39

percent: those opposing or strongly opposing raising graduation

requirements numbered only 12 percent of responding principals.

Materials' Quality

The quality of materials was examined by asking students,

teachers, and administrators to make informed judgments about the

quality, currency, and sufficiency of materials in their schools.

Students in grades 5 through 12 were asked to rate the sup-

plies and materials available in their schools on a scale of 1 to

4--very unsatisfactory through very satisfactory. In all

categories (quality, variety, and availability of materials and

supplies) 85 percent or more of responding students rated them as

satisfactory or very satisfactory. The most negatively rated

category was variety of materials and supplies: 10 percent felt

variety was unsatisfactory.
2-12
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StIldents in grades 5 through 12 were also questioned about

their use of the media center. When asked, "Do you think your

media resource center has the books and other.materials and

equipment needed?" 87 percent answered yes. A similar percent-

age, 89 percent, rated the condition of the resource center as

good or excellent.

When teachers were asked to rate the quality, variety, and

availability of supplies and materials, the vast majority felt

they were satisfactory or very satisfactory -- specifically: qual-

ity, 87 percent; quantity, 69 percent; variety, 69 percent; and

availability, 63 percent. Teachers were most critical of the

availability of supplies and materials; nearly 13 percent felt

availability was very unsatisfactory.

In the same survey, teachers were asked to rate the adequacy

of amount of materials, supplies, and equipment for the subjects

they teach. Results of that inquiry are shown in Exhibit 2-6.

Subjects receiving the strongest approval (either a very

adequate or adequate) were music, 88 percent; reading, 76 per-

cent; and host nation, 72 percent. Those regarded as having the

least adequate (inadequate plus very inadequate) materials were

computer education, 75 percent; vocational education, 42 percent;

and ESL 38 percent. These three programs have, in most

instances, been added to individual schools only recently;

materials for these programs are thus probably in initial stages

of acquisition in many schools. Teachers were asked to indicate

their reasons for inadequate ratings, selecting one or more of

2-13
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VERY
ADEQUATE ADEQUATE

IN-
ADEQUATE

VERY IN-
ADEQUATE

Language Arts 13% 57% 22% 8%

Reading 27% 49% 17% 7%

Maths atics 20% 66% 11% 3%

Social Studies 11% 58% 20% 11%

Science 14% 55% 24% 7%

Host Nation 16% 57% 16% 12%

Health 6% 58% 25% 11%

Physical Education 12% 49% 20% 19%

Music 20% 68% 8% 4%

Arts & humanities 14% 58% 17% 11%

Career Education 8% 54% 24% 14%

Vocational Education 10% 49% 20% 21%

ESL 15% 47% 20% 18%

Foreign Language 13% 56% 22% 9%

Extra Curricular 14% 51% 18% 17%

Special Education 17% 56% 17% 10%

Computer Education 2% 24% 28% 47%

Compensatory Education 10% 59% 16% 16%

EXHIBIT 2-6

RATING OF ADEQUACY
OF MATERIALS BY SUBJECT AREAS

ACCORDING TO TEACHERS OF THOSE SUBJECTS
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the following: text, teachers' guide, supplemental materials,

management materials, A-V resources, teacher training, supplies,

and other. Computer eduCation and vocational educational educa-

tors complained most frequently about inadequate supplemental

materials and A-V resources. A lack of supplies Was particularly

criticized by computer education staff. ESL teachers thought all

seven categories were nearly equally inadequate. Again, and

understandably, newly added curriculum areas were viewed as more

inadequate than others.

In response to a question on the currency of supplies and

materials, the overwhelming majority of subject teachers indi-

cated their materials were new or recently acquired. Again, the

most conspicuous exception was computer education, an area

currently being implemented, In that instance, 4$ percent felt

materials were old or very old; another 24 percent of computer

education teachers indicated that there were no materials.

Principals were generally more positive than teachers

regarding the quality of instructional materials; 70 percent or

. more thought instructional materials were adequate or very ade-

quate in all areas except computer education, career education,

vocational education, and host nation programs, The inadequate

plus very inadequate ratings for those subjects were, respec-

tively; 58 percent, 39 percent, 31 percent, and 30 percent.

Complete results are shown in Exhibit 1-7. It should be noted

that, in most cases, the curricular areas which received the

lowest ratings for quality of instruction and materials were

2-15
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VERY
ADEQUATE ADEQUATE

IN-
ADEQUATE

VERY IN-
ADEQUATE

Social Studies

Science

Mathematics

Computer Education

38% 57%

22% 59%

28% 69%

4% 38%

4%

17%

3%

26%

2%

4%

0%

32%

Language Arts 23% 68% 7% 3% A

Reading 45% 50% 5% 0%

Foreign Language 15% 67% 17% 2%

Music 22% 73% 4% 1%

Arts 18% 65% 14% 4%

Humanities 10% 74% 16% 0%

Career Education 3% 58% 32% 7%

Vocational Education 111 58% 24% 78

Health 12% 77% 9% 2%

Physical Education 13% 68',.; 15% 4%

Host Nation 12% 58% 21% 9%

ESL
7% 68% 16% 81

Compensatory Educaticn 171. 64% 13% 5%

Special Education 20% 70% 8% 2%

EXHIBIT 2-7

0

....

PRINCIPAL RATINGS OF

QUALITY OF INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS BY

SUBJECT AREAS TAUGHT IN THEIR SCHOOLS
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those in relatively rapid expansion or recent in their establish

ment.

Instructional Management

With 269 Dor= schools in 20 foreign countries, management

of the instructional process is necessarily different, if not

more complex, than in U.S. systems. Indeed, the role of the

regibnallevel subject area coordinator is especially unusual

because geographical distances and limited travel money may

impede his or her accessibility.

Accordingly, the study carefully examined instructional

management from the perspective of the principal actors--school

administrators, teachers, and regional coordinators. Parents

were polled to get their impressions--a grade of A, B, C, 0 or

F--of how well they thought administrators were doing their jobs.

In that survey, 17 percent gave As, 40 percent Bs, 30 percent Cs,

10 percent Ds, and 3 percent Fs. Parents, therefore, generally

approve of the administrators in their community; bnly 13 percent

said they were below C quality.

Teachers were queried in a number of areas regarding the

instructional management process. In response to a-question

asking how satisfied teachers were with 6 kinds of assistance

received from regional coordinators, more than 50 percent of

teachers were very dissatisfied. At_the_other extreme, those

saying they were very satisfied were few, generally--less than 5

percent (see Exhibit 2-8).

In order to see if there is a regional relationship in these

findings, the same question about satisfaction with services of

2-17



VERY
DIS- VERY DIS-

SATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED

To Determine Course
Goals and Objectives 7% 45% 22% 26%

,

To Select Materials 9% 41% 25% 26%

To Plan Units 4% 36% 27% 32%

To Write Lesson Plans 4% 35% 26% 35%

To Communicate Course
Curricula to Parents 3% 34% . 27% 36%

To Articulate Cur-
ricula between GrAdes 4% 381 26% 31%

EXHIBIT 2-8

TEACHERS' RATINGS OF SATISFACTION
WITH KINDS OF ASSISTANCE

RECEIVED FROM REGIONAL COORDINATORS
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regional coordinators was disaggregated by region. One argument

that was frequently heard in the field was that TDY dollars for

coordinator.:' travel were too few in geographically dispersed

regions, and therefore coordinators could not perform up to the

level provided by less dispersed regions. The results of

disiggregating satisfaction with the services of regional

coordinators according to region clearly show differences among

regions. Teachers in Panama recorded satisfied or very satisfied

responses 65 percent or more of the time for all 6 kinds of

assistance. The.Atlantic Region, one which covers a large geo-
.

graphic area, rated 5 of 6 categories unsatisfactory or very

unsatisfactory 75 percent or more of the time, far more than any

other region. In the other two widely dispersed regions, the

Pacific and the Mediterranean, the level of dissatisfaction

ranked an almost equal second and third, below the level

expressed in the Atlantic. After Panama, Germany-South expressed

the most satisfaction with regional coordinators, followed by

Germany-North. The degree of satisfaction with the services of

regional.coordinato-s is highest in the least dispersed regions

and lowest in the most highly dispersed regions:

In an interview question asking teachers with whom they

interact regarding the Five-Year Curriculum Development Plan; 27

percent of responding teachers said they interacted with regional

coordinators or other regional staff. Their responses to other

choices were: "other teachers in this school," 37 percent:

"principal or other school administrators," 28 percent;and other

scl-,00l-level staff, 26 percent.

63
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In a question asking teachers what type of services school-

level specialists provide "for you," approximately 80 percent

circled three categories: consultation regarding specific stu-

dents, testing and evaluation of students, and work with specific

students outside classroom Relatively few teachers, 23 percent,

indicated that they receive specialists' services in the

classroom.

Coordination of curriculum continuity between and among

departments and grade levels was another area in which tea-

chers were queried. When asked in an open-ended question what

procedures do you use to ensure continuity, 47 percent said

informal teacher interaction. Another 13 percent said the

textbook series provides for continuity.

In an, open -ended interview question asking teachers to indi-

cate how their curriculum implementation is supervised, about

one-third answered "review of lesson plans." The next most fre-

quently offered answer, 16 percent, was "supervised by regional

coordinator." A follow up question asked how frequently super-

vision was done. Results were: once a year, 15 percent; twice a

year, 16 percent: 3 to 5 times per year, 15 percer,t; a continuous

process, 20 percent: and not done, 8 percent. A similar

open-ended question, "Do you receive guidance and direction on

curriculum matters?" was responded to positively by 58 percent.

A follow-up open-ended question to those answering as asked how

guidance was given. Nearly 40 percent answered "from the princi-

pal." Bulletins from the regional coordinator was indicated by

2-20
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15 percent; oral communication with coordinators was mentioned by

11 percent.

The role of the principal is clearly critical to a discus-

sion of instructional management in DoDDS schools. A separate

section of this chapter examines this role in detail.

School and Classroom Discipline

Perhaps no other single factor in the mix of elements that

facilitate and constitute a good educational prograr receives

more attention than discipline. Because it has become such a

orominent issue, especially where discipline is poor, the

,..1mpreheasive study sought the impressions of parents, teachers,

ana administrators on the issue of discipline in their schools.

Parents were asked to identify from a list of 12 problems

the 1 which they thought was the biggest in their community.

Only 10 percent of parents surveyed identified discipline as the

biggest problem in their Schools.

Teachers were asked to rate discipline in their schools on a

five-point scale from "excellent, no problems" to "poor, serious

problems." Nearly $O percent said discipline was excellent or

good: less than 4 percent said it was poor. Principals were

asked the same questions. Virtually 100 percent said discipline

was excellent or good.

THE PRINCIPAL AS INSTRUCTIONAL LEADER

The administrative requirements attendant co running a

school on an Army, Navy, or Air Force base in a foreign country

necessitate an unusually skillful individual. He or she has
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frequent--sometimes daily--involvement with repair and mainten-

ance of buildings and equipment, monitoring of local contractors,

preparation of detailed current year and out-year budgets, selec-

tion of local hires and substitute teachers, etc. Like stateside

schools, there is the ubiquitous complaint of administrative

burden caused by paperwork requirements from ODS and the regional

office.

Teachers were asked a series of open-ended questions about

the instructional/curricular relationship they have with their

principals. In response to an item asking teachers tc describe

"the types of professional interaction you have with your princi-

pal in regard to curriculum," 29 percent said "explaining my pro-

gram.'` A varying 2-6 percent of teachers additionally reported

interaction on determining objectives, program, impXementation,

lesson plans, discussions in faculty and curriculm committee

meetings, and during classroom observation. These specific

interactions reported by teachers totaled 20 percent of the

responses. Thus, approximately half of the teachers reported

specific curriculum and program-related discussions with other

principals. Thirty-three percent `reported limited or no inter-

action with their principals on curriculum matters.

Another question asked teaeiers to describe how they inter-

acted with principals in specific circumstances. The results of

that question are 'presented in Exhibit 2-9. One noteworthy

result is t.he opinion of more than 40 percent of responding

teachers that supervision is useful, compared to 27 percent
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VERY USEFUL NOT USEFUL

1 2 3 4 5

Supervision
18% 24% 31% 18% 9%

Staff Meetings 19% 32% 27% 15% 7%

Resource Support 27% 29% 28% 11% 5%

w

EXHIBIT 2-9

TEACHERS' RATINGS OF DIFFERENT TYPES

OF INTERACTIO,' WITH THEIR PRINCIPALS

73
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rating'it as not useful. Half of the teachers also viewed staff

meetings as useful, while one teacher in five judged them to be

not useful. When asked if they receive guidance an3 direction on

curriculum matters, 58 percent of teachers answered yes. In a

follow-up question asking how this guidance was given, 38 percent

who answered yes indicated "by means of the principal." When

teachers were asked, "How important is it to you for the princi-

pal to provide teachers with instruction/curricular direction?"

two-thirds of the teachers regarded the principal's role as very

or somewhat important.

In order to have a measure of what teachers believeprinci-

pals are presently Ding in the role of instructional leader, a

survey question asked how frequently a number of tasks are per-

formed by principals. The results of that survey item are shown

in Exhibit 2-10. Some of the responses are quite noteworthy,

especially given the large sample (N = 698)--that responded to

this item. More than 50 percent of responding teachers said

their principals never work wit?. them to improve or expand, their

teaching skills. Similar percentages said the principal never

acts as a resource for demonstrating new methods and materials.

Apparently, very few principals are conducting these activities

on a weekly basis. Only two categories, observing classrooms and

participating in pupil discipline, approached 10 percent. These

data are consistent with stateside reports which indicate that

administrative lemands oftentimes leave inadequate time for

principals to exercise their role as instructional supervisor,
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AT LEAST
ONCE A
WEEK

AT LEAST
ONCE A
MONTH

AT LEAST
TWICE A
YEAR

AT LEAST
ONCE A
YEAR NEVER

Observing
Classrooms 9% 24% 41% 18% 9%

Working with You
to Improve/
Expand Your
Teaching Skills 4% 11% 19% 16% 50%

Acting As a
Resource for
Demonstrating
and/or Informing
You about:
(1) New Methods 3% 12% 19% 18% 48%

(2) New Materials 4% 12% 22% 18% 44%

Participating in
Meetings in
Which the Focus
Is on:
(1) Management of

Instructional
Program 3% 20% 20% 25% 32%

(2) School-Level
Curriculum
Development/
Review 2% 21% 28% 24% 25%

(3) Classroom Man-
agement/Pupil
Discipline 9% 19% 21%, 22% 29%

EXHIBIT 2-10

HOW FREQUENTLY PRINCIPAL,S
ENGAGE IN VARIOUS ACTIVITIES

ACCORDING TO TEACHERS
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and point to a need for business management support at the school

level.

Principals also were asked to indicate the time they spend

on four kinds of activities and, further, to indicate if they

thought the time spent was about right, too little, or too much.

Results are shown in Exhibit 2-11. (In completing the form,

principals were told activities (Yid not have to sum to 100

percent.) In the category of particular interest in this

section, instructional leadership, only 7 percent of principals

said they spend more than 50 percent of their time in this role,

though nearly 70 percent said they would like to spend more time.

Apparently, the area from which they would most like to gain that

additional time is logistics--45 percent said they spend too much

time in that activity.

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

The curriculum development process adopted by DoDDS has

evolved to a highly technical state in which there is systematic

involvement of all levels of teachers and administrators. The

current five-year cycle posits different subjects at different

points in the cycle, so that at any time considerable curricular

activity is occurr_ng: but the particular kind of activity and

Its locus in the administrative/teaching structure is a function

of the subject and its schedule on the five-year plan.

The Comprehensive Study sought to examine the curriculum

development process from two perspectives: the kinds of involve-
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TIME SPENT CURRENTLY SHOULD
SPEND
LESS

JUST
ABOUT

SHOULD
SPEND
MORE

Budget/Fiscal

1-10% 11-25% 26-50% +50% TIME RIGHT TIME

q.

Activities 68% 24% 5% 3% 26% 69% 4%

Logistics 40% 44% 14% 2% 45% 53% 3%

Public Rela-
tions 22% 47% 24% 7% 18% 74% 9%

Curriculum
and Instruc-
tional Lead-
ership 15% 47% 31% 7% 1% 30% 69%

Educational
Management/
Organization 10% 45% 30% 15% 14% 46% 40%

EXHIBIT 2-11

PRINCIPALS' ESTIMATES OF TIME SPENT AND

OPINIONS ABOUT ITS APPROPRIATENESS

77
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ment by teachers and administrators and the usefulness of the

five-year cycle.

Teachers were surnseyed to identify the frequency with which

teachers are involved with different activities in the five-

year curriculum development pro,:ees. These activities include

establishing goals and objectives, selecting textbooks, develop-

ing curriculum guides and materials,"piloting tentbooks or

materials, and evaluation. Participation in inservice activities

was queried separately in another portion of the questionnaire.

Approximately 37 percent reported involvement in these activities

related to the DODOS curriculum development process. A follow-up

question asked teachers to identify the kinds of school-leel

curricular decision making activities in which they are involved.

Approximately 71 percent reported participation in such activi-

ties. Among those categories in which teachers indicated sub-

strantial school level involvement were (1) determining coals and

objectives for programs and courses, 49 percent; and (2)

selecting instructional materials and texts, 55 percent. The

most frequent involvement far teachers in the Five-Year

Curriculum Development Plan was participation on a textbook

review committee; 35 percent of the teachers surveyed said they

had involvement in that activity. Twenty-eight percent reported

having piloted textbooks and/or instructional materials.

exhibits 2-12 and 2-13, respectively, show survey results for

teachers' involvement in the Five-Year Curri, ilum Devtlopment

Plan and school-level curricular decisions.
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Regional Committees to Review and
Establish Goals and Objectives

PERCENT
RESPONDING*

19%

Textbook Review and Adoptive Committees 35%

Curriculum Evaluation Studies 22%

DoDDS Task Force Meetings in Washington **

Regional Task Force Meetings to Develop
Curriculum Guides and Materials 12%

Piloting Textbooks and/or Instructional
Materials 28%

Non-response ?lus None of the Above 43%

*As teachers could circle more than one category, percents do not
total 100 percent.

**Less than 0.5 percent.

EXHIBIT 2-12

TEACHERS' INVOLVEMENT IN ACTIVITIES RELATED TO THE
DoDDS FIVE-YEAR CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
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Determininy Goals and Objectives for
Programs and Courses

Selecting Instructional Materials and
Texts for Use in Classrooms

PERCENT
RESPONDING

49%

55%

Planning for Changes in the School's
Curricular Offerings 28%

Planning Instructional Innovations 29%

Coordinating the Articulation of
Curricula Across Grade Levels/Departments 23%

Non-response Plus None of the Above 284

*As teachers could respond to more than one category, percents do
not total 100 percent.

i

EXHIBIT 2-13

TEACHERS' INVOLVEMENT IN SCHOOL-LEVEL
CURRICULAR DECISION MAKING
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Regarding the usefulness of curriculum guides provided by

DODOS, teachers were asked to rate six potential uses of the

guides. According to the survey, the curriculum guides are used

most frequently to determine course goals--70 percent of the

teachers used them extensively or made some use of them. They

are used somewhat less frequently in writing lesson plans. Forty

percent said they used guides for that purpose (see Exhibit
,..

2-14). In fact, DoDOS's published guides are primarily documents

providing program. objectives rather than instructional objectives

and would therefore not be used for daily instructional planning.

Principals were asked a similar question (see Exhibit 2-1'5),

except they were requested to indicate their school's use of

curricular guides. Interestingly, principals, more than

teachers, believe that curriculum guides are being used exten-

sively. Principals generally (85-90 percent) regarded the cur-

riculum plan as being useful for the specific purposes queried.

Exceptions were: "monitoring the instruction of your school" (24

percent found it useful), and "promoting comparability between

stateside and DODOS schools" (17 percent said it was not

useful').

An interview question asked Principals if the five-year plan

had an impact on their schools. Nearly 90 percent said it did

have an impact. When asked to indicate what that impact was,

two-thirds 'mentioned receipt of new texts and materials. Two-

thirds of responding.principals also said that the curriculum

plan was an efficient or extremely efficient method of

81
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To Determine Course

USED
EXTENSIVELY

SOME
USE
MADE

USED
RARELY

NOT
US ::.D

Goals and Objectives 22% 48% 17% 13%

To Select Materials 14% 40% 23% 22%'

To Plan Units 12% 42% 24% 22%

To Write Lesson Plans 10% 30% 27% 33%

To Communicate Course
Curricula to Parents 10% 36% 26% 28%

To Articulate Curricula
Between Grides 9% 40% 23% 28%

EXHIBIT 2-14

TEACHERS' USE OF DoDDS' CURRICULUM
GUIDES FOR SIX PURPOSES
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Bringing about Curri-

VERY
USEFUL

MODERATELY
USEFUL USEFUL

NOT
USEFUL

cular Change in the 31% 38% 26% 5%

School System

Promoting Uniformity of
Instruction in Your 26% 42% 25% 8k

School

Bringing about Curricular
Change in Your School 23% 34% 32% 11%

Monitoring the Instruc-
tion of Your School 18% 27% 32% 24%

Promoting Comparability
between Stateside and 15% 35% 33% 17%

DoDDS

Promoting Compatibility
in Curriculum Among 42% `.25% 25% 9%

DoDDS Schools

Evaluating the Education
Programs in DoDDS 21% 32% 35% 12%

EXHIBIT 2-15

PRINCIPALS' RATINGS OF USEFULNESS OF DoDDS'

FIVE-YEAR CIIRRICULUM PROCESS
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encouraging uniformity of instruction among schools and regions.

This reflects success in DoDDS' effort to have a standardized

curriculum throughout DoDDS so that students transferring from

one region to another will have minimal requirements for adjust-

ment to the new DoDDS school.

In the course of implementing a comprehensive curriculum

development plan on the scale of the DoDDS five-year plan,

certain "costs" are incurred in terms of programmatic and manage-

ment alternatives that are foregone. Principals were asked if

they felt the five-year plan was an "efficient use of the school

system's fiscal and personnel resources." Roughly three-quarters

agreed or agreed strongly that it was. When asked if the five-

year plan "limited your flexibility to meet the instructional

needs" of your students, only 8 percent said the requirements of

the plan were too restrictive.

SUMMARY
1

Among the most important elements of quality of education is

the collective perception of quality held by the principal acto,s

in the education enterprise, i.e., parents, students, teachers,

and administrators. According to these groups, a DoDDS education

is a resounding success. When Comprehensive Study data were

compared to Gallup Poll data, we found that DoUDS parents were

more pleased with the general performance of their DoDDS schools

than are stateside parents. Nevertheless, there are considerable

differences in parents' and students' perceptions of quality of

education when data are dizaggregated by region.

2-34
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How well prepared are students academically when they

arrived at their DoDDS schools? Two-thirds or more of students

1- in grades 5 through 12 felt that their DoDDS schools were ahead
ti

or at about the same level as their stateside schools. Notable

exceptions were music and mathematics. Teachers also (nearly 90

percent) indicated that, stateside students fit easily into the

DoDDS program.

Another focus of this chapter is instructional materials.

Students, teachers, and principals again gave very high marks to

the quality of instructional materials. Overall, only 13 per-

cent of teachers thought that the availability of materials was

vel-y unsatisfactory. When subject area teachers and their

principals were asked to rate adequacy of materials by subject,

there were some clear winners and losers. Anong those receiving

the strongest approval were reading and mathematics. Subjects

more often rated as having very inadequate instructional

materials were computer education, vocational education, physical

education, career education, and subjects for special needs

students. However, several of these areas are more recently

established and have not accumulated materials over time as. other

subject areas have.

The tasks of managing the instructional requirement_s of 269

DoDDS schools in 20 foreign countries is a complex one. With a

centralized curriculum, regional coordinators play--or are

thought to play--a large role in prcedding guidance and resources

to subject area teachers. Yet, wen asked how satisfied teachers

85

,2 -35



I

,

Were with their coordinators a surprisingly large number-75

percent in some regions--responded that they were dtssatisfied or

very dissatisfied, In fact, the perceived value of services of

regional coordinators appears to be highly correlated with how

geographically dispersed the schools are in each region, Thus,

travel time and travel budgets appear to be contributing factors

to these assessments of services provided.

School level supervision and guidance also yield surprising

results. One in four teacters are supervised once a year or not

at all, Ongoing supervision (i,e class ..om observation or

direct aasistance at least once a month) is reported by approxi-

mately one-third of the teachers. Over 50 percent of teachers

interviewed said they received no guidance or direction on

curriculum matt .rs.

These findings lead us to inquire about the role if the

principal as instructional leader. In a survey of nearly 700

teachers, one-third dtd,not regard the role of principal as

instructional leader as particularly important. Indeed, half of

the teachers surveyed said their principals never worked with

them to expand their teach skills. When principals were asked

about their role as instructional leader, about half said they

spend from 10 to 10 percent of their time in that role, but

two-thirds would like to spend more time and, further, they would

give up logistical and budget/fiscal activities to do so.

The roles described here for teachers, principals, and

reaional coordinators in the instructional management process are

2-36 86



perhaps more limited than is ideal. A corollary area is

curriculum development. Since that process has evolved from a

relatively simple guidance document in 1978 into a large and

complex procedure, a legitimate concern is the extent to which.

teachers' and principals' traditional roles in curriculum

development have been replaced by the Five-Year Curriculum

Development Plan.

While 60 percent of the teachers surveyed reported some

degree of engagement in curriculum development, 40 percent did

not record an answer to a list of activities that are part of the

curriculum development process. Furthermore, between 43 and 60

percent of the teachers said they never used or rarely used the

curriculum guides for six kinds of activities (i.e., to communi-

cate curricula to parents, to plan units, to write lesson plans,

etc.). Principals, on the other hand, believed the guides are

uzed extensively.

A number of conclusions can be drawn:

Satisfaction with the quality of education in DoDDS,
while very high, varies across regions far more than
expected in a system that is procedurally and adminis-
tratively uniform. Furthermore, that satisfaction does
not appear to be a function of geographical dispersion
within regions--the two most satisfied regions being
Panama and the Pacific.

Both students and teachers agree that DODOS is at about
the same educational level or ahead of stateside
schools.

Teachers' and administrators' sat!.sfaction with subject
area materials is very high for the basics, but lower
for more recently developed curriculum areas.

87
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Teacher supervision by principals is far lower than
ideal. Similarly, the use made of r^gioral coordina-
tors by teachers is lower than expected. There appeas
to be a need for resource managers and curriculum
specialists who are more readily accessible to the
schools they serve.

The Five-Year Curriculum Development Plan should be
continued. The -eview cycle, however, might be
adjusted tt, reflect differences in the stability of
subject matter and instructional content across curri-
culum aileas (discussed more fully in chapter 5).

88
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CHAPTER 3

SPECIAL SERVICES AND

In July 1979, Congress enacted Public Law 95-561, which

required that the overseas dependents schools establish and

operate programs designed to meet the needs of all students:

Sec. 1402 (a) The Secretary of Defense shall establish
and operate a program (hereinafter in this title
referred to as the "defense dependents' education
system") to provide a free public education through
secondary school for dependents in overseas areas.

(b) (1) The.Secretary shall ensure that individuals
eligible to receive a free public educa-
tion under subsection (a) receive an education
of high quality.

(2) In establishing the defense dependents'
education system under subsection (a), the
Secretary shall provide programs designed to
meet the special needs of

(A) the handicapped
(B) THaIviduals in need of compensatory

education
(C) individuals with an interest in vocational

education
(0) gifted and talented individuals, and
(E) individuals of limited English- speaking

ability

(3) The Secretary provide a developmental
preschool program to individuals eligible to
receive a free public education under sub-
section (a) who are of presch,.)ol age if a pre-
school age program is not otherwise available
for such individuals and if funds for such a
program are available.

-P. L. 95-561
Title XIV
Section 1402 (emphasis added)

This chapter addresses (1) tl-e overriding issues that affect

meeting these special needs; (2) an 4.n-depth look at Compensatory
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Education, Talented and Gifted [TAG) programs, and programs for

individuals with Limited English-Speaking [LES] ability; (3)

vocational education; and (4) the role of Pupil Personnel Ser-

vices [PPS) in the operation of all of these programs. Special

education for the handicapped will bo di3cussed separately in the

next chapter.

ISSUES

Certain questions can be asked of all programs designed to
r

meet the special needs of children: Are all students with

special needs being identified? Do all identified students have

access to appropriate special programming and specially trained

staff? Do fully developed programs e:.0.st for each special needs

category? Do the regular classroom teachers of students with

English as a Second Language [ESL), Compensatory Education, and

Talented and Gifted needs have the necessary training and access

to specialist consultation services to appropriately deal with

the special needs students in their classrooms? What priorities

have been set within and between programs? Who sets these

priorities? What unique situations within DODDs impact on

meeting the needs of these populations?'

Needs Identification

Interviews with regional coordinators indicate that there is

wide variation in services available to Compensatory Education,

ESL, and TAG students, both within and between regions. At the

time of our data collection in the fall of 1982, there ',,as no

3-2
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systemwide requirement for an annual census of special needs stu-

dents. Some regions did not have accurate counts of specialist

staff and where they are located. Current development of a

management information system may serve to correct this situa-

tion.

Projections (based on comparative stateside populations) of

the numbers of Compensatory Education, LES, and TAG students show

a possible discrepancy between present staffing levels and likely

current needs:

An estimate of 6 percent of DODOS students who need
ESL education is considered reasonable (a 1980 survey
showed that the Pacific Region, known to be high on LES
students, had 8 percent of its students with Limited
English-Speaking ability). For the 1982-83 school year
that would be 8,200 students. The system presently has
87.3 educators qualified and teaching as ESL teachers.

Four percent of DoDDS students are estimated to be Tal-
ented and Gifted (5,500). In 1981-82, 2,452 students
were identified. Presently, 57 educators with training
in TAG are employed in the system.

It is estimated that 17 percent of DoDDS students
(23,400) are in need of Compensatory Education. DoDDS
has identified 9,713 students and presently serves
4,653 with 46 teachers and 89 professionals.

Provision has been made for an increase of.414 special
services staff for the 1983-84 school year.

Compensatory Education student needs have been partially

met through use of reading specialists and special education,

staff. Germany-North has even made Compensatory Education stu-

dents officially part of the special education process, calling

them "Priority II" students (see DSN 2519.2). Because of this

global definition of special education, some school staff now

refer to the "real" special education students as the "IEPs."
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This inconsistency in terminology leads to inconsistency in

service across regions.

Access to Programs and Staff

The number of schools having access to specialists has

increased markedly over the past three years, as shown by Exhibit

3-1. To qualify as a Tt specialist, educators need to complete

the DoDDS 11,G Summer Inutitute or 18 hours of training in Tal-

ented and Gifted education and supervised practicum or fieldwork

in this area. To qualify as an ESL specialist, an educator needs

;ix graduate credit hours in the theory 7..nd practice of teaching

-.nglish as a Second Language plus nine semester hours in such

courses as applied linguistics, social linguistics, comparative

cultures, language develot.ment, and social psychology of the

bilingual child or -,ompletion of the DoODS ESL inservice. in

addition, to qualify as an ESL spe;ialist, an educator. must also

qualify in one other category. Requirements for Compensatory

Education teachers are the same as for regular class teachers.

Regular Class Teachers

Teachers overihelmingly perceive special programs as having

a positive or very positive effect on tne overall quality of

education in their schools, as sho. 1 by Exhibit 3-2.

Eighty-nine percent of teachers intArviewed indicated they

had children with special needs in their classes. Eighty-two

percent of the teachers said that specialists were always or

nearly always available when needed. Teachers used specialist

services for providing support via direct tei,ching of indiridual

3-4

92

10



I

.40

1980-81 1981-82 1982-83

Talented and Gifted 13% 19% 52%

ESL 25% 31% 53%

Remedial Reading 67% 75% 81%

(Compensatory Ed1.-..ation)

EXHIBIT, 3-1

PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOLS WITH SPECIALISTS*

*Based on principal mail stmvey
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VERY
POSITIVELY
AFFECTS
QUALITY

POSITIVELY
AFFECTS
QUALIT'l

Compen-
sLtory
Education 15% 46%

Special
Education 26% 54%

ESL 20% 50%

TAG 12% 44% ---,-t

VERY
NEGATIVELY NEGATIVELY I ROGRAM

AFFECTS AFFECTS NOT OFFERED/

QUALITY QUALITY NON- RESPONSE

3% It 36%

4% 2% 15%

3% 1% 25%

0-

4% 1% 39%

EXHIaIT 3-2

TEACHER PERCEPTION OF SPECIAL PROGRAM IMPACT

ON THE QUALITY 07 EDUCATION
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students (34 percent); direst teaching of small groups (17 per-

cent), testing, diagnosis, assessment, at screening (2 percent);

and as general resources and consultants (28 percent).

Fifty-four percent of all regular class teachers inter-
viewed indicated they had problems with special needs
students, the most prevalent of which are:

disryptive behavior (36 percent)

- low-class Pe.formance (14 percent)

- time demands on the teacher duesto need for indivi-
dualization (10 percent of teachers indicated this

. as the most prominant problem)

The problems most frequently mentioned by teachers are

- learning disabled (37 percent)

- Talented and Giftec$(12 percent)

ESL (2 percent)

- visually impaired (2 percent)

Forty-four percent of responding teachers reported that
they were inadequately prepared to deal with special
needs students and would like more training (course,
inservice). Others mentioned having fewer students
(lower pupil/teacher ratio, 11 percent), mere and
greater variety of materials (14 percent), and having
lager classrooms (8 percent). Theie data are compar-
able to those reported from surveys of stateside teach-
ers.

Principis see a need for further assiptance in irsetvice

training in all areas for teachers. Onta cale one (low

need) to fiv? (high need), relative

Exhibit 3-3.

Priorities

Principal;,' teachers, specialists, and regional staff agree

that special education has the-highest priority among programs

requencies are pleovided in

3- 7



LOW NEED HIGH NEED

AREA 1 2 3 5 MEANMEAN

TAG 4% 11% 18% 34% 31% 3.7

Special Education 4% 10% 33% 33% 19% '3.5

ESL .9% 22% 25% 27% 15% 3.1

Compensatory
Education 8% 11% 26% '2% 20% 3.4

EXHIBIT 3 -3"

:ZED FOR rNgERVICE TRAINING FOR rEAcnERs

96
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for special needs students, followed by Compensatory Education,

ESL, and TAG. Nevertheless, close to one-fourth of principals

rate Compensatory Education, ESL, or TAG as having the highest

priority among special programs in their schools. Of those

schools reporting an absence of special programming, S0 percent

without ESL programs indicate they need such programming, 66

per,lent without special education indicate they need special

education, 64 percent of those schools without TAG Piograms

indicate a need, and 50 percent of the school.; without

Compe-satory Education indicate there is a need for such

programming (Exhibit 3-4).

Principals and specialists differ in their perceptions of

what or who has the greatest influence in setting priorities;

Principals see priorities being set at the local level, with 32

percent reporting the most influential factor being the numbers

of students having various types of special needs and 15 percent

citing the influence of teachers. Twenty-nine percent of the

principals see the Regional Office as the source of greatest

influence in determining program priorities. Fifty-nine percent

of the principals report getting input from the community on
4

special programs, most often through parents (23 percent) and

advisory committees (20 percent). Specialists see priorities

being set at the above-school level; 40 percent cite the influ-

ence of the Regional Office, and 27 percent name ODS. Thirty-two

percent of the specialists perceive parents as having the great-

est influence on setting priorities between programs. Within

' .9
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IS IT AVAILABLE? IF NO, IS IT NEEDED?
YES NO YES NO

Compensatory Education 58%

Special Education 89%

ESL , 71%

Talented and Gifted 58%

Vocational Education 22%

Career Education 46%

I,

EXHIBIT 3-4

42% 50% 50%
C)

11% 67% 33%

29% 80% 20%

42% 64% 36%

78% 17% 83%

54% 35% 65%

SCHOOLS OFFERING SPECIAL PROGRAMS
?ND NEED FOR ADDITIONAL SPECIAL PROGRAMS

3-10
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programs 80 percent of the specialists report they themselves set

priorities.

ESL was rated by principals as being of slightly above

average instructional quality, slightly underemphasized, wiv-h

adequate curricular offerings. Principals for schools offering

kindergarten, through grade six reported ESL available at 44 per-

cent of schools, the largest number,of programs being available

in grade three. ESL instruction was only available at 19 percent

of schools having seventh grade, 17 percent of ,schools having

eighth grade, and only 11 percent at the high school level

(grades 9 through 12). Eighty three percent of schools with ESL

programs operate them on a resource model. Fifty --two percent of

schools have access to ESL diagnostic tests. Supplies and equip-

ment were rated generally adequate, as was the quality of

instructional materials. Equipment was rated as current.

Compensatory education was rated by principals as slightly

above average in qdality of instruction, slightly 'underemphasized

in thd curriculum, with adequate curricular offerings. Services

are usually provided on a resource/itinerant baiis (73 percent of
4

schools).

Uniformity of Program Factors

All three areas have determined broad goals and objectives

which are used systemwide (Compensatory Education D.S. Regula-

tion 2090.1, Compensatory EducatCon Guide: Transitional

Bilingual Education Program I: The Purpose and Objectives of

English as a Second Language, D.S. Manual 2440: Guide for

93
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Talented and Gifted Education/Draft). The Compensatory Educa-

tion, Talented and Gifted, and ESL programs have detailed program

guides in draft form.

Unique Factors

Services vary widely between small and isolated schools and

larger school complexes on large installations. Small schools

which are geographically isolated from both other DoDDS schools

and large military installations provide low incidence situations

where service delivery problems are similar to those found in

rural areas of the continental United States. For example. in

Germany-North there is a small remote school where one aide runs

the ESL, Compensatory Education, and Special Education programs.

She works under the "supervision" of one itinerant learning

disabilities specialist who visits the school one day per month.

At another location, 4 schools have 52 ESL students between them.

They, like rural stateside schools, are serviced by one itinerant

ESL specialist who spends a significant amount of time on the

road and dho is unable to give direct services daily. These

situations present quite a different picture from that of a large

school which may have four full-time specialists on staff, with

full-time aides on staff, and access to more resources located on

base, if necessary. In situations involving small schools with

low incidence, and special needs students in geographically

isolated areas, regional staff interviews indicate that the

normal pupil-to-teacher ratios must be modified to give these

students the access to the programs they need. In sum, it is

.1
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difficult to meet the needs of special students in small

schools.
I

ROLES OF PPS IN SPECIAL PROGRAMS

Pupil Personnel Service encompass a wide variety of staff

d, including guidance counselors, social workers, nurses, psycho-

metrists, psychologists, and educational prescriptionists (who

may, depending on the region, be part of special education). They

play a vital role in meeting the special needs of children.

Guidance counselors at the high school, level often play a

primary role on Case Study Committees maintaining records, acting

as case managers, making program adjustments, and acting asliai-

son with parents and teachers. They may do diagnostic tests, as

do psychologists and psychometrists. .For ESL and Compensatory

Education students, .making sure programming is appropriate is a

primary role. In some regions (e.g., Germany-North) and in some

schools, personnel have taken the lead in developing TAG pro-

grams. Counselors have traditionally taken the lead in career

education and may become deeply involved in vocational education

at the high school level. The actual area of,,responsibility

Vary enormously from school to school, but teachers .1.1rveyed

indicate that jobs at the school level are fairly clearly

defined, although at times the lack of clarity poses somewhat of

a problem.

3-13
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CAREER AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
.

Career education is a comprehensive program which encom-

passes all grade levels of the dependents' schools. Career

education seeks to make,All students aware of the value of a

work-oriented society, to integrate these values into a personal

value system, and to implement these values so that"work is

possible, meaningful, and satisfying. Because j.t is a compre-

hensive K-12 program, career education encompasses prevocational

education and vocational pro.:'rams which involve specialized

training in occupational skills at the high school level.
/.

DoDDS organizes its vocational programs so that these career

purposes can gradually mature. Vocational education in DoDDS is

divided for organizational purposes into several "steps." In the

Exploration Step (1) career information is provided: (2) atti-

tude-forming instruction is offered in home economics, business,

and industrial arts; and,(3) cooperative work experience is

offered on an elective basis. In the Prevocational Step of its

Career Education Program, DoDDS offers skills-oriented instruc-

tion on an elective basis in (1) automotive technology, (2)

business education, (3) computer technology, (4) .cbsmetology,

(5) electricity/electronics, (6) graphid arts, (7) medical/den-

tal, and (8) photography. In addition, cooperative work experi-

ence is offered both to those continuing from the Exploration

Step and those electing it for the first time in the Prevoca-

tional Step.

102
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Career Awareness receives major emphasis in grades kinder-

garten through six and is designed to develop an awareness of the

personal and social significance of work, the basic skills of

learning, social development, cooperative interaction, the nature

of social roles, the potentialities and limitations of the

environment, and a greater sense of self awareness.

Career Orientation generally occurs in grades seven and

eight. This is characterized by the study of occupational clus-

ters across content areas. In art, for example, students might

discuss a series of occupations which include furniture designer,

commercial artist, civil engineer, and architect. In addition,

the process of decision making, Life planning, adapting to

change, and information gathering for reasoned decisions is .

infuSed into the middle c.chool curriculum.

Career Exploration is emphasized in grades 9 and 10. During

this transitional period in their lives, students have the.oppor-

tunity to actively explore work in relation to their own inter-

ests and aptitudes. Career Exploration activities include

on-site work observation, work experience, hands-on laboratory

experience, role playing, and class discussions with special

resource persons.

Career Preparation begins in grades 11 and 12, where stu-
,

dents become involved in cooperative work experiences, technical,

business, or other vocational or preprofessional courses. Stu-

dents explore careers in greater specificity, and many receive

training in entry level or precision skills. This stage requires

.3-.15
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an .intensive guidance and counseling effort to help straents with

difficult decisions for career preparation. Counselors

instrumental in helping students clarity career objectives and

interests, identifying students' aptitudes and relating these

to occupatfonal choices, assisting in students' job seeking

effor"..:s, providing information about placements and postsecondary

opportunities, and making available occupational information

including manpower trends and'projections.

School size makes a difference as to the types, of vocational

courses that a high school can provide, and location and rela-

tionships with the military and host country can play a crucial

role in maintaining an effective supplies and equipment situa-

tion. Staff turnover can also be a problem in maintaining a .

quality program.

Quality of both vocational and career education was rated as

average with both curricular areas being slightly underempha-

sized in the curriculum as a incle. Course offerings are rated

as barely adequate to meet student needs. Career education

exists in 51 percent of the classes in kindergarten through grade

'6, 30 percent of 7th and 8th grade programs, and 17 percent of 9

to 12 programs. Vocational programs are focused in grades 7 to

12, where approximately 20 percent of grades have courses

available.

High school principals report a steady gro;../th 4.n the num"oer

of high schools which offer vocational courses, although due to

104
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the small size of many of the high schools, vocational offerings

may be limited:

./e-

Mean FTE Vocational
Staff

Ranqe of Staff FTE

Percent of High Schools
with Vocational Staff

1980-81 1981-82 1952-83

2.3

0-6

79%

2.4

0-6

87%

2.8

0-6

91%

Sixty-two percent cf the principals indicate a moderate to high

need to have more career education staff: 55 percent indicate a

moderate to high need for more vocational education staff.

Analyses of the NCA evaluation reports for vocational and

career education programs in schools evaluated in 1981-82 show a

wide variation in the substance and quality of programs and

courses offered in career, vocational, and cooperative work

experience proglams. Factors such as size of school, quality and

turnover of personnel* facilities and eqillpment-currency and

maintenance, and relationships with both military and host

country institutions all affect what is being offered in the

vocational area. Since vocational education is an area that

relies heavily on materials, supplies, equipment, and suitable

facilities, it is greatly affected by the types of problems

b discussed in later sections on logistics, supplies, etc. NCA

reports repeatedly refer'to problems in maintenance and equipment

repair. In some schools scheduling difficulties limit accessi-

bility to and quality of individual programs.

1Q5
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Several'of the NCA reports expressly refer to a problem with

having vocational programs which are relevant to the population

of students at any given high school. The mixture of students

who are college bound or will be working or entering job training

after high school varies considerably from high school to high

school. /n response to this need for relevant programs, the

suggestion was made by the Regional Director .of Germany-North
t

that DoDDS establish a performing arts vocational high school in

Germany to meet the needs of the many highly talented students
'Ft

there.

'On the parent survey, 249 of the 1,206 responding parents

graded the quality of the vocational training their high schools

offered. The average grade was C +:

Percent of Parehts Quality Grade

15% A
33% . 8

34% C
12% . D
7% -- F

High schools in Germany-South, Atlantic, and Panama were

given high grades (A or B) by 50 percent or more of the parents

in those regions. High schools in Germany-orth and the

Mediterranean were given high ratings by 47 percent and 46

percent of their parents, respectively. The Pacific Region was

notable for having only 23 percent of its parents highly

satisfied with vocational training. Those regions which had

higher unsatisfactory ratings (0 and F) included the Pacific (23

percent), Atlantic (22 percent), Germany-South (19 percent),

1063-18
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Germany-North (18 percent),.and Mediterranean (15 percent).

Parents in Panama gave no grades below C.

Sixty percent of parents thought there was not enough

emphasis, in DoDDS on preparng students who do not go to college

for a job or career after gralluation from high school.

RECOMMENDATIONS: SPECIAL SERVICES AND PROGRAMS

Although DODOS has established programs and trained per-

sonnel for meeting needs of students who require Compensatory

Education, ESL education, and Talented and Gifted programming,

the availability and quality of services available vary both

between and within regions. To assure that appropriate programs

are available throughout DoDDS it is, recommended that:

Compensatory Education, ESL, and TAG programs be falft
funded and staffed so that DoDDS students with these
special needs have the same opportunity for programnln9
which they have stateside.

404 annual census / needs assessment should be done by
October 1 of each school year to identify the current
population with special needs, and appropriate staffing
adjustments should ,)e made.

Screening and assessment procedures and techniques
should be uniform throughout DJDDS.

Draft program guides in Compensatory Education, ESL,
and'TAG should be finalized and distributed to all
regions for use in program development.

Qualification and certification standards shoUld be
developed for Compensatory Education teachers.

Whin-appropriate programs are impossible to implement
in specific schools due to low incidence,, geographic
isolation, etc., parents should be informed in advance
of this situation and alternatives made available.

1O
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The problems encountered by small and isolated schools
as they affect these students,,as well as vocational
programs, should be address401 directly:

- Regions should provide a small schools administrator
who is of supervisory/deputy director rank to
address the needs of these schools.

- Specialist assignments, pupil/teacher ratios, And
other staffing criteria should be reassessed in
light of the special problems faced by these
schools.

If regional coordinators are expected to function as
in-house technical consultants for specialists and
regular clasiroom teachers of stIdents with special
needs, they should have both the. professional cre-:
dentials and experience to be respected, useful Ld,, and
used by school-level staffs.

Staff responsible for career education programs should
make sure that information available to students is
o:arrent and of sufficiently broad scope 1..10 be consid-
ered relevant and valuable to students and parents.

Vocational education programs have not substantively
changed since the assessment done by the U.S. Depart-

.

ment of Educatioh 1981, and their recommendations
are,still pertinent:

Program offerings should be exparuita to be more
responsive to the needs of particular age groups and
exceptional students and to correspond with the
most comprehensive and up-to-date employment Oppor-
tunities.

,- Program problems created by difficulties in sunny,
logistics, management information systems, etc.,
should be remedied according to tbe.recommendations
in those sections of t%is report.

- Specific recommendations for updating and expanding
vocational offerings such as the one proposed for
the Performing Arts High School should be explored
in depth.

108
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CHAPTER 4

SPECIAL EDUCATION

On December 23, 1981, the Federal Register published the

"final rule" implementing the Education for All Handicapped

Children Act of 1975 and the Defense Dependents Education Act of

1978. Meeting the needs of handicapped children within the

unique educationaVIstrudture of the DoDDS system now becomes a

challenge for DoDDS personnel, not in terms of what has been but

in terms of what needs to be done to meet the requirements of the

implementing regulations. {Regulations somewhat parallel to PL

94-142 regulations were issued on May 25, 1979; DoD Instruction

1342.12, the most recent issuance, is significantly more compre-

hensive procedural .3

As appraisal is made of DoDDS special education programs, it

should be remembered that initial regulations regarding the

implementation of PL 94-142 came two years later in DoDDS than in

stateside public schools$ and DoDDS Instruction 1342.12 has only

been operational for 18 months. During the initial phase of

implementation in stateside schools extreme effort was exerted to

achieve compliance with the legislation; during the initial phase

of implementation DoDDS also centered its effort on elimination

of compliance deficits. To establish overseas all services

required for individually appropriate education of handicapped

pupils is a requirement which DoDDS is in the process of

achieving.

1 09 4-1
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Ai one examines the regulations and the variety of programs

listed school by school, certain factors become apparent at the

outset:

DoDDS is a unique system in that disproportionately
few severely handicapped children make up the student
population in need of service.

DoDDS has established a service delivery model which is
noncategorical and developmentally based;

A continuum of services may not exist ia terms of least
restrictive alternative placement.' fScae.,DoDDS schools
are small and services are brought into being when need
exists.

Evaluation of the special education orbgram must center
on substantive and procedural variables related to
legal mandates (compliance) rather than'student
achievement variables. If the,system functions effec-
tively in the broader substantive requirements of the
law then there is greater likelihood of adequate ser-
vice delivery to the handicapped child. A review of
evaluation studies stateside elaborates upon this view.

CURRENT PRACTICES

On September 30, 1981, GAO released a study titled, "Dis-

parities Still Exist in Who Gets Special Education." It is

against such a backdrop that the DoDDS system should be

evaluated. Excerpts from that report follow.

The number of children receiving special education services

averages about 8.5 percent of the school-age population, accord-

ing to state counts. DoDDS is currently serving 10.4 percent of

its population. Only one state (Utah) has a higher percentage of

identified handicapped children.

DoCDS stated a lower student count in school year 1981-82

than in 1980-81. The rationale given is that, in fact, expanded

no.
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diagnostic capability provides more appropriate identification of

specific areas of exceptionality. A problem that still exists,

however, is a definitional frame of reference that on occasion

goes beyond the legal directive of 1342.12. A more critical area

may perhaps be the level,of staff assigned to serve the handi-

capped population in DoDDS. A staffing increase of approximately

25 percent for the 1982-83 school year has, brought the student/

professional staff ratio to 16 to 1 (a figure that compares

favorably to many stateside systems). However, interviews with

special education teachers generated a mean enrollment of 24 and

a median of 19. A more critical set of variables may in fact be

how professionals in the system view these ratios. Seventy-five

percent of the special education teachers interviewed find the

available resources and trained personnel available to do

diagnostic work sufficient. In fact, approximately 700 teachers

are projected to be available for the 1983-84 school year.

DoDDS specialists were asked to look'at program specific

needs in components of their programs. Levels of concern are

illustrated in Exhibit 4-1. Eighty-nine percent of principals

and 78 percent of special education teachers interviewed reported

that the scope of programs available matched with student need.

Seventy-eight percent of the principals surveyed reported that

there are few or no special education children in regular class-

rooms who should be assigned to self-contained classrooms. Case

study obsr.rvations confirmed the availability of programs for

I li
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Student Identi-
fication

Diagnosis

Staffing

Material /Equipment

Staff Development

Program Implementation

Program Evaluation

Coordination of
Services

ALL
SPECIALISTS
CONSIDER A
PROBLEM

,

1.0%

9%

28%

29%

28%

12%

6%

9%

t

SPECIAL
EDUCATION
CONSIDERS
A PROBLEM

EXHIBIT 4-1

SPECIAL EDUCATION PR6GRAm NEEDS

1t2
4-4

9%

12%

23%

27%

38%

1.2%

7%

9%

G
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mild to moderate special needs children. As a child's need

increases, however, the availability of programs for low

incidence groups is reduced. There are an impressive array of

resource programs for handicapped children, but concern arises in

the areas of trainable mentally retarded [TMR] and seriously

emotionally disturbed [ED].

The data in Exhibit 4-2 indicate that in the TMR area,

building administrators were misidentifying children. This view

was reinforced in one region where learning disabled children

were perceived by staff or adminiitrators to be Compensatory

Education rather than "special education" children. The data on

ED children are particularly critical in that more than 50 per-

cent of the identified children are being serviced by part-time

programs, with few, if any, related services. This fact was

reinforced by observations of special education children in three

regions as part of case studies in local schools. The provision

of medical and medically related services is projected to

increase for the 1983-84 school year.

The number of resource programs emphasizes the need for

close cooperation between regular classroom and special education

teachers. Seventeen percent of principals surveyed described

their regular staff as prepared to meet the needs of handicapped

children, while 64 percent thought their teachers needed addi-

tional skills, and 19 percent thought their teachers were not

prepared. No major differences occurred across regions. The

preparation of regular teachers is a critical variable in a

system that relies so heavily on resource and itinerant services.
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Learning
Disabled

SELF-
CONTAINED

ROOMS
RESOURCE
ROOMS

INTEGRATED/
SPECIALIST

INTE-
GRATED/NO
SPECIALIST

3% 89% 2% 4%.

Educable 18% 68% 3% 5%

Mentally
Retarded

Trainable 46% 39% 8% 4%

Mentally
Retarded

Speech . - 74% 21% 3%

Emotionally 15% 54% 20% 7%

Disturbed

EXHIBIT 4-2

PRINCIPALS' DELINEATION OF PERCENT OF
STUDENTS SERVED IN EACH PROGRAM TYPE

4-6 114
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It should be noted that there is also a continuing stateside need

to train regular class teachers to 'meet the needs of handicapped

students assigned to them.

Sixty-five percent of principals surveyed rated the quality

of instruction as good or very good in special education. Case

study observation tends to support this'finding. Although per-

sonnel files were not available in the regions, qualifications of

staff were quite impressive to case study observers. Special

education expertie at the regional level varied more than at the

local level. This variability in training experience, availa-

bility, and expertise at the regional level had a direct impact

on morale and program implementation at the local school level.

The Educational Service Center construct to be discussed beloW

can to some degree integrate the impact of regional personnel

transition and variable expertise.

Program implementation at the local school level was moni-
i.

toted by the case study team by random selection of special

education children, direct observation (35 to 45 minutes) of

their classrooms, and reviewing of /EPs and other documentation.

These reviews gave us both a substantive and a procedural data

base to work from. In addition, all special education classrooms

were observed in each quality of education case study and, where

possible, all special education teachers were interviet.ed indi-

vidual ly.

Seven study standards were utilized to measure program

implementation. These standards were drawn rom stateside

415
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third-party evaluation studies and modified by the project team.

The following is a summary of findings in relation to each of

these standards.,

Study Standard 1: Students' special eduzation needs are

assessed fully prior to placement in a special education program.

It appears that students' special educational needs in edu-

cational, cognitive, emotional, and physical-areas -are' aiteised---

by DoDDS professional staff and that, to some degree, multiple

formal and informal methods are used.

In the following areas assessment practice appears not to

conform completely to DoDDS procedures:

Approximately one-third of the assessment data encoun-
tered were either outdated (academic achievement more
than two years old) or not appropriate for the child
(non-English speaking). A three-year evaluation is
required legally but academic achievement data should
be reasonably current.

Test results were variably explained to parents. Gen-
erally they attended placement meetings, but direct
observation of approximately 10 of these meetings
revealed highly formalized procedures and heavy
reliance upon test scores from standardized tests.
Although parental involvement occurred it was limited.

Study Standard 2: An initial_placement committee operates

to make a considered placement decision for each student.

For themost part, membership of the case study committees

was found to b.z consistent with DoDDS procedures (80 percent).

Case study committee discussions were quite variable. All case

study committee meetings observed involved eligibility, place-

ment, and IEP discussions. Strengths were noted in the areas of

provision of transportation (hen applicable) and parents' due

4-8 116
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process rights. Weaknesses centered &round diRcussion of the

following topics:

Range of placement

Very general discussions of goals and objectives

Mainstreaming or relationship to the_regular education ---
program,_ disoussed--i-rr-onry-17percent of document
reviews of randomly selected cases, and not discussed
in the 8 of 10 case study committee observations

Study Standard 3: The placement decision is seen to be

appropriate for each student.

Factors of space or program availa.bility inappropriately

dominated in making placement decisions, particularly with emo-

tionally disturbed childreit. The limited number of appropriate

programs in this area causes some placement difficulties, parti-

cularly in Germany-South.

The lack of a placement option in certain settings does not

allow for consideration of such issues as the influences of peer

group or degree of handicap, both critical to the determination

of an appropriate education. Thus, special education programs in

smaller schools, of necessity, cover a broad range of handicaps

in terms of type and level.

In approximately two-thirds of the randomly selected cases,'

the critical match of the program and the child, essential to an

appropriate educatioh, were well aligned; in one-third they were

not. Issues such as level of service (number of hours) appeared

to be dictated as much by needs of regular classroom teachers as

needs of handicapped students. This point was made by special

education professionals and case study observations in four
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separate regions. Problems also arose in the match of student

learning styles with instructional programs. Use of adapted or

branched materials also wag limited in case study observations.

The tendency of the DoDDS system to emphasize packaged instruc-

tional programs has, to some degree, been replicated in special

educatioaeprograms.

Study Standard 4: An IEP is developed and approved for each

student prior to the initiation of special education services.

From the randomly selected reviews of IEPs conducted in

ember of 1982 the following prcentages were obtained:

Yes

Student Having /EP 71%

IEP Developed Prior to Program 57%
Implementation

IEP Complete 71%

IEP Approved by Parents 86%

No special education program was reviewed for students who had

received services for less than six months. These figures are

somewhat below frequencies found in stateside school systems.

DoDDS states that these IEPs were completed later in the school.

year. Although mandates for sucl- requirements have come later

(approximately two yehrs) than stateside systems, these figures

should be monitored carefully for increasing compliance.

Study Standard 5: Case management, case documentation, and

procedure management ocerations exist to ensure that students

.4-10
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Participate in an appropriate and effective initial placement

process.

Of the randomly stlected sample reviews,

percentages were obtained:

the following

Presence of Case Manager 43%

Case Management Responsibilities Clear 438

Student Cases Adequately Docume:ted 71%

Appropriateness of Initial Placement 71%
Reviewed

The study found inconsistent procedures vrith regard to case

management, case documentation, and procedures management;

however, there is no DoD requirement at the present time for the

implementation of this standard.

Study Standard 6: The student's IEP is implemented fully.

Strengths:

The student receives special education services listed
on the IEP.

The student receives each related service listed
on the IEP (a caution here, in that related services
may not be listed due to lack of availability).

Materials, equipment, and accessible facilities seen as
necessary to program delivery must be used.

Weaknesses:

Sufficient numbers of qualified staff must be available
to the students in order to comply with any specified
staff-student ratios and recommended frequency and
ddration of services. Specific issues identified were:

Significant overload in
larly in Germany-South.

Lack of program options
disturbed.

4-11
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- Use of aides rather than professionals for program
delivery: however, aides are paraprofessirnals who
carry out plans prepared by a certified teacher.

"Priority II" or Compensatory Education pupils
used to fill special education program quotas in
areas of underide.itification cause some confusion
in the criteria for service.

Peer group compatibility

- Kindergarten through eighth grade were served in
one classroom where there were not sufficient stu-
dents for two self-contained classrooms.

- There was a lack of a peer group for low-incidence
populations, however. achievement of peer group or
low-incidence handicapped pupils is difficult in
small schools. _Other alternatives such as cluster-
ing or private placement should be seriously con-
sidered.

- No coordination existed among programs in large
schools with multiple resources-

- In 40 percent of the case study observations. stu-
dent groupings in resource programs were based
on regular classroom teacher schedules rather than
child need. The problem of observing regular class
schedules yet providing resource room sessions is
also common in stateside schools, but the frequency
of this observation causes some concerns.

Sufficient access to regular classroom settings

- In only one site was coordination between regular
and special programs observed. In many settings.
coordinati)n was not expected.

Program overcrowding in resourceprograms was pre-
cipitated by this lack of communication. 'In some
cases studetms were referred for all academic
activities rather than for a specific area.

- Program implementation was highly variable. Lack of
general supervision or even written communication-by
special education supervisory personnel was noted in
four of six regions. Without guidance or with
"mixed" messages, programs tend to be highly indi-
vidualistic procedurally. One would expect programs
to differ in substance. but process differences are
a distinct disadvantage.
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Study Standard 7: Each student makes progress as a result

of service delivery.

-Due in part to the transitory assignmqnts of DoDDS students

but also because of the lea( of standardized achievement data

from year to year, over SO percent of th'e cases reviewed did not

have comparable data .across years upon, 4hich to judge progress.

Of the remaining cases, 75 percent showed student progress, and

in I care an IEP was modified to guide program .delivery.

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION/RELATED SERVICES

An issue raised iri initial conversation with ODS personnel

was. the extent to which ancillary resources were available to

support educational programs. Twenty-seven of 39 principals

interviewed (69 percent) arranged for related services with mili-

tary medical personnel directly. However, 17 of the 39 prihci-
.

pals interviewed (44 percent) thought that no additional related

service was needed for their special education -tudents. In

addition, 82 percent of responding principals stated that they

have used regional coordinators to access related services, while

30 percent of special education teachers stated that they

arranged liar related services themselves. 'he principal survey

asked administrators to respond specifically to the current

availability of related services liited in 1342.12. These

services were reported available as follows:

Occupational Therapy 37% ,

Physical Therapy 52%

122
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Social, Work 58%

Parent Training 66%

All other related services were available at a 75 percent

level or abovet Problems also seem to arise in the securing of

available services. Thirty-seyen percent of princLpals surveyed

report problems in securing related services. Of those princi-

pals reporting difficulties, 64 percera stated the services were

unavailable, and an additional 10 percent stated that 4,..udents

cannot get to the related service, although on paper it is avail-

able. When students are served, 73 percent of principals rated

the quality of the service as high or very high.

Recent developments within the military medical community

may impact upon related service availability in the coming ye4r.

The Army has identified 86 officers and enlisted medical person-

nel to be a part of the 125 medical providers scheduled for

Europe in.the Army's budget for the 1983-84 school year. The

first team of 36 will arrive in Germany during the summer of

1983. Policies are being developed which delineate access for

these services when they become available; currently tremendous

variability occurs in method of access. A related topic deals
c

with linkages with the military community to get necessary

support for handicapped children. Of special education teachers

interviewed, 67 percent perceive a positive linkage between the

school and military medical personnel, military service pro-

viders, and regional special education coordinators; however,

122
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only 27 percent perceive that linkage as regular and systematic.

The lack of related services in certain critical areas and the

difficulty 'In accessing these services raise serious concerns

about serving low-incidence populations where these needs become

more critical. Again, the system for provision of medical and

medically related services currently in its initial stages of

impleM6ntation is designed to address these needs.

Program Access

Questions of program access centered around three issues:

(1) accessibility to appropriate program, (2) accessibility to

placement within the least restrictive environment, and (3)

accessibility to physical facilities. In the first two areas,

DoDDS seems to be doing an adequate job. Questions arise related

to limitations of individual student program delivery, but suf-

ficient human resources are available to do the job.

When exposed to the least restrictive environment provision

of 1342.12, 64 percent of responding principals said they would

not have difficulty in implementing the law. Of the one-third of

interviewed principals who said there would be a difficulty, 83

percent felt the physical plant itself would present the diffi-

culty.

Sixty-four percent of principals interviewed stated that

some degree of structural modification hid been made to facili-

tate integration. In addition, specific modifications are

included in future construction budgets. At the present time,

access to program does not appear to be a major concern. Case
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study observations show that it is the match of student needs to

program implementation that is critical.

As to parental access, 80 percent of the special education

teachers interviewed stated that parents were involved Lin the

process of providing services to handicapped children. However,

75 percent of the special education teachers interviewed reported

no existing overseas parent advocacy groups or parent organiza-

tions serving handicapped children, and of the 25 percent who

reported parent advocacy groups, only 2 teachers saw them as

having an impact on service delivery. To this point, limited

activity has occurred in relation to formal due process regarding

special education identification or pladeffier -Ninety-one per-

cent of surveyed principals reported that di -ocess/hearing

procedures were in place, and 12 percent reported that there hdd

been, ar is presently, a due process hearin3 n.incling in the

p_7,:t:nent of a hanclicappt.1 =ill! in their Case study

observationi revealed a significant number ..)f adlitional issues

that may arise in the near future relative to due process. With

1342.12 in place a little over a year, the impact of this

directiv8 is just beginning to be felt.

SPECIAL EDUCATION INSERVICE

Sixty percent of the special education teachers interviewed

received inservice training for program implementation within

DoDDS. They received the following amount of training:

6 or more days
2 to 5" days

5%
48%
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1 day 14%
1 to 3 hours 11%
Less than 1 hour 14%

Topics reported as part of the training were the following:

Percentage
Of Participants

Evaluation 31%
IEP Development 31%
Identification 28%
Placement and LRE 22%
Procedur 1 Safeguarding 16%
Ge r Special Education 9%
Education Programming, 9%
Behavior Management 6%
Case Study Committee 3%

On'the. basis of principal reports, classroom teachers in 95

percent of their buildings had'received special education inser-

vice training. The sources of that training were:

School-Based Special Education 79%
Staff

Regionally Based Ccoordinator 60%
Outside Consultants 60%
Related Service Staff .51%
Washington-Based Coordinators 11%

Attitudes toward Special Programs

In general, special education programs were perceived posi-

tively. Eighty-seven percent of teachers interviewed felt spe-

cial education has had a positive impact on their schools. The

relative frequencies for spicial population programs are:

Positive Program
Perception Not Offered

Special Education 87% 7%

ESL 78% 9%
Compensatory Education 60% 20%
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Ninety-four percent of special education teachers inter-

viewed found regular teachers to be supportive of their programs.

'Although,rough spots were encountered during case study visits,

the overall data base shows overwhelming support for the addi-

tional services in this area.

Fifty-three percent of teachers interviewed, 56 percent of

specialists, 61 percent of the special education teachers, and 64'

percent of principals surveyed perceived special education to

have the greatest priority of all special programs. Sixty-one

percent found instruction to be of high quality, and 64 percent

considered curricular offerings to be adequate or very adequate,

while 28 percent of the principals felt special education was

overemphasised. Seventy-nine percent of interviewed principals

and 83 percent of principals surveyed said there was sufficient

clarity in the special education teacher's role function.

Specialists were asked to delineAte the impact of the mili-

tary on the placement of families with special needs children.

Views varied widely on this Issue, as the following percentages

show:

Military Matches Special Needs 38%
with School

Don't Know 14%
No Effect 14%
Family Sent Even If No Service 12%
Available

Don't Send Them 9%
Other 12%
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SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER PROFILE

For the 35 special educators interviewed worldwide, the fol-

lowing demographic data were gathered:

Mean

Total Years Experience in Teaching 12
Total Years in DoDDS 5

Total Years in Region 4
Consecutive Years in School 2

Twenty of the 35 identified themselves as learning disabili-

ties/development teachers, and 23 identified their primary role

as resource rather than self-contained classroom. Two-thirds of

the teachdrs were hired stateside, and 66 percent had master's

degrees or above; thus, a larger percent of DoDDS special educa-

tors have graduate training than do their stateside counter-

parts.

The following responses were given in relationship to job

function:

Types of activities performed with regular education
teachers:

- Consultation/observation/feedback/
conferences

89%

- Resource (materials/equipment) 54%
- Training (workshops/inservice) 31%
- Team teaching 3%

Types of activities performed with students:

- Direct teaching/group 77%
- Direct teaching/individual 48%
- Testing/assessment/evaluation 40%

Sixty-eight percent of the teachers named testing as
the activity that consumed the most time in the fall. .

Seventy percent named it as the predominant activity
in the spring. Only in winter was teaching named as
the predominant activity..(83 percent of the teachers).

4-19
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Sixty-nine percent of the teachers said they estab-
lished their own priorities in their programs. The
principal was the next most often mentioned priority
setter (31 percent), followed by the case study commit-
tee (29 percent).

A series of questions were asked related to training and

role function, yielding the following responses:

Eighty-six percent of the teachers were working in
their professional areas.

Seventy-eight percent felt there was a good match
between their duties and what they were hired to do.

Seventy-four percent felt there was a good match
between their duties and what they were trained to do
and that their expertise was being utilized to a
significant degree.

When special education teachers were asked in what'areas

they would li4to spend more time most of the responses clus-

tered in the following areas:

More Direct Service 15%
More Time in Regular Education Classroom 12%
More Testing 12%
More Resourcing to Teachers 9%

Regarding use of paraprofessionals, 66 percent of the special

educators use aides in their programs. Eighty-six percent of

those teachers utilize an adult in this role. In addition, 37

percent of the teachers use olunteers, of which 73 percent are

adults.

to summary, the special education personnel interviewed were

highly qualified and competent professionals. Despite special

education teacher reports of interaction, case study observations

and regular class teacher interview data suggest that direct

interaction between regular and special education receives

4-20
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less emphasis than one might expect. This weakness in service

delivery is by no means unique to DoDDS, but should be further

explored.

Testing appears to be receiving a somewhat greater emphasis

than one might expect. Thereliance upon formal, standardized

assessment procedures seems to be overemphasized in DoDDS. A

soon to be released national survey sponsored by Special Educa-

tion Programs (U.S. Department of Education) found nonstandar-

dized assessment to be the fourth most frequently utilized set of

techniques employed by placement committees stateside. The

acceptance of nonstandardized, informal, and observational

procedures should be explored more fully. In addition, the

number of different instruments utilized by the DoDDS system'

makes a consistent data base a difficult task.

The independence of direct service providers in evaluating

needs and accessing services is also noteworthy. In a specialty

area where on average there is one special educator per school,

this independence threatens the likelihood of consistent service

delivery.

EDUCATIONAL SERVICE CENTER: AN ALTERNATIVE SUBREGIONAL SERVICE
DELIVERY CONCEPT

The Educational Service Centers were established in a Ger-

many-South reorganization initiated by the Regional Director.-

Five centers with similar staffing are designed primarily to

service special education needs within the region. Although

other functions are delegated to the centers, their primary
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functions lie within the special education area and include but

are not limited to:

1. Coordination of local child-find activities. (Problems
may arise because of 10-month employees)

2. Coordination of local special education census.

3. Provision of assessment and evaluation of referred stu-
dents requiring evaluation and placement services beyond
those available with 'inthe limits imposed by testing
materials available to the schools and training compe-
tency of local personnel. In one education service cen-
ter testing appears limited, for the most part, to .wal-
uating for self-contained placement and low incidence
handicaps. In another area, with the number of small
schools, basic astessment becomes a significantly greater
priority.

4. Provision of inservice education to parents, local school
educators, and case study committees. In this area 'ser-
vice becomes spotty. 'each center services approximately
the same number of schools; however, some areas have a
significantly larger population of children than do other
areas. For this reason, backlogs in testing may preclude
significant inservice activities.

S. Significant responsibility in mediation, hearings, and
other due process activities. In two of three centers
due process issues took a significant portion of the
'coordinators' and team leaders' time. Issues forcing
these situations are:

Extremely limited military medical support, occu-
pational therapy, physical therapy, psychiatry,
medical, etc. (a situation now being corrected).

Lack of available programs. One example is the
significant lack of programs for seriously emo-
tionally disturbed children. DoDDS and the
military medical community are taking action to
provide such services. DoDDS presently requires
additional teachers for the mildly disturbed
child. Programs for trainable mentally retarded
children have been provided in each Educational
Service Center area; yet those classes for low
incidence children are extremely small, and like
stateside programs, there is a lack of interac-
tion with peers or nonhandicapped children.

1.30
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6. Coordination of school, community, and medical
resources as needed for program implementation (a task
currently being addressed).

7. Function as adjurict members of school case study com-
mittees. This role varies from center to center and
from school to school within center jurisdiction. The
idea is a good one in terms of greater consistency in
the operation of the case study committee. Interest-
ingly, the regional coordinator saw the role of the
Educational Service Center participant to be the devel-
oper of the IEP. In no way was this reflected in the

. perceived role of Educational Service Center personnel.

8. Participation in IEP development (see number 7).

9. Provision of technical assistance to schools. This
appears to be one of the strengths of the Educational
Service Center configuration. Historically, individual
personnel did provide this kind of assistance. Al-
though centerrbased employees provide this assistance
under the new system, a unified effort exists among the
centers visited to provide this type of support through
workshops, individual confereeces, additional indivi-
dual assessment, and support during case study commit-
tee meetings.

10. Provision of programs for parents, teachers, and aides .

to carry on with special needs ch$ldren when appropri-
ate. Little was observed or recorded in this area.

Overall, the functioning of the Educational Service Centers

with regard to special education was seen quite positively. The

difficulty that arises is that the Educational Service Centers

have no goals or objectives upon which to be evaluated. The

Regional Office has responsibilities and individual team members

have responsibilities; the center as an entity does not. Despite

this fact, the center seems to be a unifying force in service

availability and delivery within the region. The Center is per-

ceived positively by school administration personnel with whom we

spoke in Germany-South. These school administrators often assume

a leadership role in the provision of special education services.
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Several cautions should be kept in mind when reviewing spe-

cial education service delivery within this region. Currently,

few availableAelated services critical to the needs of low

incidence handicapped children exist. There is need for the

military medical community to meet the mandate of 1342.12as they

plan to during the 1983-84 school year For example; family and

individual therapy are critical for seriously emotionally

distrrbed children. Social work services and occupational and

physical therapy should be available throughout most of the

region.

Second, appropriate programs for Trainable Mentally Retarded

children must be clustered to provide appropriate related ser-

vices. If services were clustered in a regional center, appro

priate service delivery could be accomplished.

Third, a clearer definition for speech pathologist and

learning disabilities specialists assigned to the Educational

Service Centers is needed. One center has redefined the speech

role to a language specialist, but confusion abounds regarding

the difference between these roles and the positions in the

schools.

Fourth, there is no doubt that the needs of the region can

be better met at the Educational Service Center level than they

can be at the Regional Office level. As needs shift from school

to school one might consider the flexible use of staffing within'

service center clusters. The underlying issue here is span

of control. The Educational Service Centers currently have a
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monitoring and compliance function. It would seem natural for

them to have a supervisory function as well. The current sys-

tem's inability to provide adequate supervision of specialist

personnel is a critical variable'in effective service delivery to

children who, by definition, are more difficult to handle. Of

approximately 10 special education classroom observations made in

Germany-South, only 1 was totally unacceptable, but many of the

personnel could have benefited from clinical supervision. This

is hot to say that the majority of teachers observed were not

competent but only that they could benefit from direct clini-

cal supervision. Such supervision is currently not available in

the region. If the low-incidence child were not serviced in the

region, the Educational Service Center personnel could be uti-

lized to some degree in this endeavor (as a support syste.n to

building administration).

Fifth, greater clarification as to who is certified to

administer individual IQ tests is needod. Many people perform

this function, but how they were certified is confusing at best.

This is one of many issues tied to the new recertification pro-

cess. The Educational Service Centers with their special educa-

tion expertise might be in a better position to counsel people

regarding special education recertification than is a lodhl

building administrator.

Sixth, the Educational Service Centers presently have psych-

ologists in the team Leader roles. This may not be the best use
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of limited resources. A generalist special education/administra-

tive type might be a better choice for the role. In two of the
So.

three centers visited, the psychologists assigned to the team

leader positions were highly competent and articulate profes-

sionals. They provide assessment expertise and balance the con-

cept of the coordinator's being an educational administrator.

Yet, because the coordinator role is part time, much of the

administrative trivia fall to the team leaders and does not allow

them to fully utilixe*their expertise. The other lingering ques-

tion is whether the centers are too heavily assessment oriented

and not concerned enough with program consultAltion (programming).

Since the centers are new, this focus may change, but the empha-

sis certainly seems to be in the identification and assessment

areas at this time.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS /RECOMMENDATIONS

The special education program within DoDDS has many

strengths and has made good progress in meeting the mandate of

1342.12 which had its initial implementation in December of 1981.

The following is a summary of those areas in which resources

might be targeted or alternatives considered to strengthen

overall service delivery.

Service Delivery--Local School

Cohesive utilization of multiple specil education
resources in large DoDDS schools

Formalizing of linkages between small school special
educational resources and education program administra-
tors' Educational Service Centers, or "district" units

134
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(support services, diagnostic work supervision, and
case study committee support)

Use of the educational prescriptionist model in large
schools or school clusters to lessen the burden of
testing on direct service providers

Examination of the increased use of informal and cri-
terion-referenced tests in educational decision making

Service Delivery Region

Recon &ider service delivery models to low incidence
handicapped children by clustering those children or
supporting private placement where clustering is not
feasible

Reevaluate special education expertise, role, and func-
tion at the regional level

Implement policies to link local schools in cohesive,
consistent service delivery efforts (subregionaliza-
tioni clusters, Educational Service Centers) across all
regions

,Reevaluate support services in terms of access, avail-
ability, and procedural guidelines (particularly
occupational therapy, physical therapy)

Redirect Regional Offices to reemphasize being in touch
with local school needs

Develop guidelines for evaluating regional/subregional
service delivery

Inservice

Emphasis on:

- Special educator as,consultant

- Regular educator as support system

- Teaming

- Function of case study committee

- Administrative role

1354-27
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Case Study Committee

Clear delineation of roles

Institution of case manager construct systemwide

Greater emphasis on student/program match and links to
regular education

Exploration of possibility of pre-case study committee
meeting to

Deformalize the process for parents by making the
process understandable in lay terms

- Organize for more effective delivery

Examaation of the role of counselor/special educator/
administrator as the case study committee chairperson.

Emphasis on record keeping within case study committee
(e.g., minutes/summary of meetings)

Consistency of Program

Regional impact on local service delivery

Consistent policies throughout DoDDS on identification
and service delivery

Use of iubregional/district unit in consultative/super- .
. visory role

Consistent application of definitional frame of
reference (e.g., learning development/learninci dis-
abilities)

Low Incidence Handicapped

Reevaluate policies, needs, and alternat.ives for
appropriate service within unique structure of
OoDDS

Military Role

Make the role of the military consistent in assign-
ment and transfer of families with special needs
children

Delineate more clearly on-line service capability
by region/subregion of military medical resources
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Review the role of those providing linkage between
military community and the schools (principal/schools
officer/community commander)

Parent Advocacy

Examine whether schools (teachers) should assist in the
development of parent support groups where no formal
advocacy exists (as we know it stateside)

Program Implementation

Feasibility of computer-assisted /EP development to
aid consistency

Attempt to make parent participation more meaningful
by encouraging ongoing parent involvment

Reemphasis on "present levels of educational perfor-
mance" and learning style in programming decisions

Emphasis on case manager role

Emphasis on peer group compatibility in decision making

Emphasis on access to regular classroom in decision
making

Emphasis on student progress report in data base

Concerted effort to hire noncategorically trained or
cross-discipline trained personnel
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CHAPTER 5

TESTING AND EVALUATION

DoDDS engages in several evaluative activities designed to

strengthen the curriculum. These may be roughly divided into two

major groups: those that examine the quality of the educational

program delivered 4o the students, and those that examine the

quality of the outcomes of instruction within DoDDS. The feature

that distinguishes the two ,des of evaluation is that the former

seldom uses test information, while the latter is almost exclu-

sively concerned with results of standardized testing,

PROGRAM EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

Two activities produce evaluations of the curriculum

delivered to students: the school accreditation reviews and the

Five-Year Curriculum Development Plan. The former provides DoDDS

with a comparison to established standards of performance

developed in cooperation with a large number of schools in the

United States, while the latter is the system's internal process

for curricular review and improvement.

School Accreditation

DoDDS has contracted with the North Central Association

ENCA) to accredit all of its schools (except those considered too

small--an enrollment of 150 or less). NCA serves this function

for a group of 19 states in the continental United States. NCA

sets standards in many areas, including pupil-teacher ratios,

school supplies, scl-ool facilities, administrative services,

''
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teacher qualifications, and the adequacy of the comprehensive

program.

When a school is under review, its staff is required to

prepare a "self-study" of all the aspects of the school. This

usually takes a committee of several teachers and an adminis-

trator about one semester to develop. Then a site visitation

team of two stateside educators, along with educators from

schools within the same region and schools from other DoDDS

regions, spends several days on site observing clissrooms and

in personnel, At the end of the visit they prepare

written comments related to each of their standards which are

presented to the school and to the Regional Director, and

forwarded to the Office of Dependents Schools.

The school is then required to develop a plan to correct any

deficiencies noted. It must file an annual report that includes

an audit of the credentials of new"or reassigned teachers which

describes the progress made to rectify previously identified

problems. The cycle of self-study/visitation followed by annual

reports is repeated every five years for secondary schools and

elementary schools.

This accreditation activity assures the overall quality of

the educational offerings in DoODS and their comparability to

those of stateside schools. Zech reviewed school obtains

insights into its operations, and the entire system benefits from

having a reference group of states, districts, and schools to use

for comparisons. (See, for example, DdDDS vs. NC. : How Do We

Really Compare? prepared by the Evaluation Branch of DoDOS.)
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School-level personnel that we interviewed, especially

teachers; were not very enthusiastic about the NCA process,

however. SeVenty-five percent of the principals in our interview

sample had been involved in the self-studies and visitations, and

28 percent of them saw a significant benefit in the area of cur-

riculum review. Of the teachers we interviewed only 15 percent

thought there was a benefit in the area of curriculum review.

Fifty-eight percent of the teachers saw no benefit, while 24

percent of the administrators indicated that the time required

was a liability.

The NCA process is relatively expensive. All of the TOY for

the visitors to each school is paid by DoDDS. The decision to

exempt the smaller schools from review seems reasonable because

of ,:his cost factor, and because of the amount of staff time that

must be devoted to the preparation of the self-study and to the

site visit. However, DoDDS does need to determine an activity to

use in lieu of NCA accreditation so that all schools in the sys-

tem are reviewed periodically. We recommend that a local group

composed of parents and staff prepare a statement evaluating the

school using NCA standards.

The Curriculum Development Plan

The Five-Year Curriculum Development Plan ensures that each

curricular area is reviewed slstematically. There are three

phases to this effort. In the first year of review, samples of

teachers, principals, parents, and students are surveyed to

determine -hat is effective and ineffective about the present

curriculum .n a given area (e.g., science). The regional
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coordinators for that subject area meet to review the survey

results and determine whether the curriculum guidelines should be

revised.

This survey process does have problems. The samples of

respondents are not probability samples--that is, they cannot be

weighted to give estimates that are statistically unbiased for

the population in question (e.g., all elementary teachers in the

system). The schools are chosen to participate in a way that

minimizes the burden (at any one school) of responding to all the

survey instruments and other information requests that go to

samples of schools during the year. The sample chosen may be

capable of producing unbiased results, but there is no way to

know what weights would produce this outcome. In the most recent

evaluation of language arts, some regions sent back more ques-

tionnaires than were expected, while others sent back fewer.

Such events probably introduce additional biases for which an

appropriate adjustment is not known.

Finally, the analysis of these data has teen performed by

outside contractors in the past because there was insufficient

hardware, software, and data analytic expertise in the Evaluation

Branch to perform the analyses at ODS. However capable the

outside contractors, they cannot be as responsive to questions

that would be raised in interactions between the Evaluation

Branch and the curriculum coordinator as an in-house data

analytic staff would be. Once the outside contractor completed

the contracted-for analyses, there was no opportunity to explore



the data further. This situation will change as GDS acquires

computer hardware capable of dealing with the data bases involved

in these st.ties, and acquires the necessary software and person-

nel to perform these analyses.

The second phase begins with the results of the surveys. A

broad selection of instructional materials offered by publishers

is made, using the criterion that they must cover the objectives

set out in the (revised) curriculum guides. These materials are

then pilot tested (usually for less than a full academic year) by

schools that volunteer for this activity. The pilot test focuses

on the ease with which teachers can use the materials in the

classroom; it does not include achievement test data. Usually,

there are too few schools to provide valid indications of

differential' effects in any case. On the basis of this piloting,

a final selection of materials is made--about three to five texts

and associated materials. It is then up to the teachers to make

the final selection of materials to be used in each school. In

the final phase of the plan, the selected materials are used to

implement the curriculum.

Because there is no policy requiring that all teachers in a

region agree to one text at a given grade level, materials may be

heterogeneous within a region. While there is little evidence to

support a conclusion that children experience difficulties if

they change text s ries from grade to grade or school to school,

we found during our case study visits that some staff at all

levels wished there were more uniformity of selection.
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It could be argued that if all teachers were teaching

according to the DoDDS Scope and Sequence, it would. not matter

which texts were used because they all are presumed to cover the

curriculum adequately. However, we discovered a problem with

this reasoning during the case study site visits. Some teachers

who changed schools within one region experienced difficulties

accommodating to different science materials. _Apparently

publishers prepare very different kits of materials to use in

demonstrations: some have all the needed parts in clearly labeled

packages, while others require that some parts be found

elsewhere. Some teachers felt the demonstrations required too

much preparation time because of problems with the materials.

Because the initial curricular review studies are conducted

on samples, and because only a few schodls participate in pilot-.

ing, it is not surprising that. only 22 percent of the teachers we

interviewed (and 23 percent of the principals) states they had

been directly involved in curriculum evaluation studies. On the

:dther hand, 73 percent of the principals said they received

results from the evaluations. and 75 percent of these said they

reported the results to their faculty. However, 71 percent of

the teachers we interviewed said they had not personally reviewed

the results of program evaluations.

Teachers also participating in curriculum development also

reported that there was no clear procedure for monitoring change

in the curriculum. Thirty-nine percent of these teachers said

there was no monitoring or poor monitoring; and 39 percent said

There was oral informal monitoring of change: 15 percent reported

5-6
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formal evaluations; the remainder were uncertain of what was

done.

Although a majority of the surveyed principals (54 percent)

indicated that the Five-Year Curriculum Development Plan was

either "moderately" or "very" useful, it seems that the largest

impact the process has is to direct the purchasing of new texts.

It is not clear that the results of the evaluation of the cur-

riculum reach the teachers in a manner that enables them to

analyze the new texts and other materials to be sure that

instruction will cover all elements in the curriculum, in the

sequence specified by DoDDS.

Generally speaking, the Five-Year Curriculum Development

Plan permits the selection of materials that meet the needs of

DoDDS students. Questions were raised, however, about having the

cycle be the same length in all subject areas. It is not likely

that th, English curriculum or math curriculum will change

fundamentally in the next several years, for example. The cycle

in these areas could be extended with the proviso that as micro-

computers become more available, supplementary "courseware" in

these fields be reviewed systematically. The lengthened cycle

would permit more rphasis on training DoDDS teachers to imple-

ment the Scope and Sequence from the texts they have chosen.

Another argument for lengthening the cycle can be made by

inspection of the timing of the cycle. When the cycle operates

as specified, teachers choose new materials in the third year,

then implement them for one year before the cycle starts again

with the review phase. It would be desirable to have a longer
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period of implementation so that teachers could thoroughly learn

the strengths and weaknesses of the materials prior to starting

the review process again.

In other areas, such as computer science, the curriculum

might require more frequent review and updating than even the

present five-year cycle permits. It might be prudent to imple-

ment an alternative to the usual cycle in such areas. For

example, groups of teachers in the specialty could be designated

to monitor new developments and would have the authority to pilot

new materials. They would be required to report on the effect-

iveness of these materials to all DODOS teachers of that subject

through ODS.

EVALUATIONS OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

Testing is the most fully developed technology educators can

employ to assess student achievement. Tests can inform pupils

(and their parents) of their progress, they can help to place

students into homogeneous instructional groupings, they can be

used to assess the needs of students, and to evaluate instruc-

tional outcomes. DoDDS employs many testing activities to learn

about the achievements of its students. This section discusses

achievement tests mandated by the regions and by ODS as well as

some research-oriented testing activities in which DoDDS partici-

pates.

Regional and Systemwide Testing

Exhibit 5-1 shows the scope these activities during the

school year 1982-33.

5-8
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TESTS

Metropolitan Readi-
ness Tests EMRT3

Measure Skills
Important for Success

in Beginning Reading
and Mathematics

GRADES REGIONS

1 All DoDDS

TEST
DATES

First
2 Weeks
of School

Systemwide Testing 4,6,7, All DoDDS Sept.

Program CSTP) 9.11 20-24

Assess Basic
Skills in Reading
Language Arts
and Mathematics

.

Compre%ensive Tests
of Bas72.c Skills CCTBS)

2-12 Germany-South Sept.
20-24

Form U

Assess Basic Skills
in Reading, Language 2,3 Mediterranean Sept.

Xrts, nathematics, 5,8 20-24

Scienca, and Social
Studies 2,3,4, Atlantic Sept.

5,8,10 20-24

EXHIBIT 5-1

SCHEDULE OF FALL TESTING IN DoDDS
SCHOOL YEAR 1982-83
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The Metropolitan Readiness Tests measure the abilities of

students at the start of first grade. The tests are not intended

to measure the outcomes of the kindergarten curriculum. Their

. primary use is to place students into homogeneous instructional

groups in reading and th, to facilite.te instruction in these

subjects.

The Systemwi e Testing Program (STP) occurs in the fall in

)grades 4, 6,,--77-- , and 11. The test presently in use is prepared

to DoDDS specifications by a nationally recognized publisher of

standardized tests (CTS/McGraw-Hill). This test covers the basin

skills in reading, mathematics, and language arts and may be

scaled to national norms so that the results can be expressed in

a fiDOU permitting comparisons to the performance of stateside

schools and districts.

Germany-South, the Mediterranean, and the Atlantic all

supplenanted the STP with tests at other grade levels and other

subject areas. Interestingly, the test they used, Form U of the

CTBS, is a parallel form for Form V of the CTBS, which was the

oasis for the formation of the STP. Thus, in Germany-South there

seems to be considerable redundancy in the testing effort, with

the students taking both the STP and the CTBS in five grade

levels. Compressing this much testing into the same period as

other regions allotted to the STP alone may have had an influence

on the test scores from that region.

Obtaining information about student achievement at grade

levels not covered by the STID could make it possible to identify
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curricular weaknesses or student needs more precisely than would

be possible with the STP alone. (In fact, the STP will soon be

extended to include grades two and three). However, we did not

find a region with a comprehensive plan (or guidance to schools)

for interpretation of these test results.

The information about other curricular areas (science,

social studies)' could be valuable to be sure that the entire

curriculum is addressed. A danger in any testing program is that

the test will imply a "preferred curriculum" that will become the

focus of teacher efforts. Expanding the areas covered by the

tests is one way to assure that such a narrowing of focus does

not occur.

We asked teachers and principals a number of questions about

the STP in our surveys and interviews. The data we report should

be treated cautiously because STP was in its first year of

implementation--testing had been conducted, but reports had not

been received back at the schools at the time of our inquiries.

Some of the teachers and principals may have responded with the

former system-wide testing program (Basic Skills Assessment

Program) foremost in mind. Others may have answered in terms

of their regional program of testing. Some may have felt

hesitant to give categorical responses because they had not yet

experienced the STP. With these cautious in mind, we turn to

the results of our data collection activities.

4..
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The first area of interest is the STP training provided to

educators. DS Regulation 2000.6, Department of Defense

Dependents Schools Pupil Assess4ent.Policy, states:

IV.0 . . .Regional directors will develop
and conduct appropriate staff develop-
ment and training programs to familia-
rize the professional educators with
the assessment programs and approp-
riate interpretation of test results.

We asked principald about the i,mplementation of this policy and

found that 80 percent of our'interview sample (39 ptincipals) had

received training in interpreting and using the STP results.

Thirty of these principals gave further descriptions of the

training they had received, and 73 percent of th,:m said '' was in

the form of an Inservice workshop. %hers reported a variety of

methods, including individual consultation. 40

Nearly 70 percent of the principals interviewed said that

their teacgers also received training in interpreting and using

the STP results. Twenty-six orthese principals described this

training in more detail, and 35 percent of them said it had been

a forTal workshop by regional personnel, while 19 percent said it

had been'a formal workshop conducted by school personnel.

Twenty-seven percent said that they had answered individual ques-

tions about the STP in an informal way (i.e., no formal training

was provided).

Teachers were also asked about the training they received.

About 40 percent responded that they had received training. This

figure is consistent with the fact that the STP is given in

5 -12 i
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about 40 percent of the grades. Teachers who had been trained

gave descriptions of the training methods that corresponded to

those provided by the principals. A somewhat larger percentage

(52 percent) of the teachers we interviewed indicated that trey

had materials and guidelines from DoDDS to help them interpret

test results. When asked to rate these materials, the teachers

who had them gave a mean rating almost exactly at the mid-point

of the scale, indicating moderate satisfaction. Seventeen per-

centsaid they were very satisfied.

Our data collection occurred before we could obtain data

about the effectiveness of the training provided in the ue aitcl

interpretation of ST? results. We do believe, however, that

'training needs should be exparded to more teachers in the system.

leachers often change the grade levels at which they teach, and

new teachers some into the system each year, so there will be a

need to constantly repeat the training. Furthermore, the use of

the test results is probably not limited to the grade levels at

which they are given. Teachers of the grade levels tested need

to know how to interpret the individual test scores to the

parents with whom they will share the results, and how to use

those scores, along with other information, to form instructional

groups in their classes. Teachers at other grade levels

(especially those who teach at the prior grade levels) need to

know how to use the results of the tests in reviewing the

curriculum.
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The second question of interest has to do with the release

of information to parents and the community. DS Regulation
A

2000.6 states that "individual pupil results of the assessments

should be reported to the pupils, their parents, and their class-

room teachers." Data from the 39 principals we interviewed indi-
A,

cated that nearly 80 percent release the results of the testing

to the community. (Clearly, these data refer to previous prac-

tice; STP results were not, yet ready for release.)

Ninety-seven percent of 30 principals whO described the

methods they used to 'communicate the results indicated that they

used individualized methods (e.g., sending reports home to the
04

parents or having teachers hold parent conferences), while 27

percent indicated that they issued a newsletter reporting on the

school's overall perfgymance. Teachers reported the same fre-

quency of use of individualized methods of communicating test

results.

Teachers are more likely than principals to have to inter-

pret the scores on the tests to students and parents, so we asked

them if they were able to do this. (Again, the responses should

be treated cautiously; teachers had not yet performed this

activity using the STP.) About 22 percent did not feel able to

make-these interpretations. Probably not all of these teachers

were in grade levels where the STP was given, but these data

indicate a need for training to cover more teachers.

The third area of interest for the Comprehensive Study was

the use of the tests by teachers and principals. DoDDS is
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relatively unusual compared to stateside school districts in

giving its tests in the fall only. Most stateside districts

prefer to test in the spring. Tests given at either time can be

used to assess the results of the preceding instruction and the

preparation of students for subsequent instruction. But there

are cautions in regard to these usages, depending upon whether

one is testing in the fall or spring.

Spring tests assess the outcome of previous instruction to

that point. They reflect the influence of the instruction that

has occurred since any prior test and can be used as a basis for

assessing the adequacy of the curriculum without accounting for

what students will forget in the subsequent fall. Thus, they may

not be ideal for placing students in the fall, or for deciding

how prepared the students are for the next instructional units,

because students will forget at different rates over the summer.

A related problem occurs if there is a lot of student turnover

during the summer. Test scores may not exist for many new

students.

Fall tests assess the preparedness of students for the next

instructional units. If there is a lot of turnover during the

summer, these tests provide the most complete data on the

students for use in placing th4t into- instructional- groupings

Fall tests also depict the results of the instruction that has

occurred since the previous testing, including the forgetting

that took place over tilt, most recent summer. Without an

accounting of summer activities that might reinforce or diminish
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prior learnings, it may be hard to attribute the test scores to

the results of previous instruction. In addition, if many new

students are tested in the fall, their scores should be factored

out of the assessment of the instruction offered to students in

the previous year.

A particular problem with fa14 testing is assuming that

something special needs to be done in the grade level students

are entering to remediate apparent weaknesses in .he fall test.

profiles. The curriculum may already address these weaknesses,

and effort can be wasted in.trying to make special accommodation

for apparent deficits. The Germany-South Regional Office

reported an experience like this where a fall testing (with the

CTBS) indicated a deficit and effort was put into planning a

remediation for the next year, only to find that the spring test

scores revealed no further deficit in that area.

We surveyel principals and teachers concerning the uses of

s...tem-wide tests in the schools. (The reader is again cautioned

that the data reported here reflect experiences of teachers and

principals with previous testing programs, not STP.) Exhibits

5-2 and 5-3 indicate that the principals generally found the test

results to be more useful than teachers lid. Probably the most

nteresting-result-in this figure is that while two-thirds of the

teachers reported that the system-wide tests were not used

or were usefkll for one or moreof several listed activities,

one-third did not. Teachers do not receive reports iesigned for

5-16
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AREA

VERY
USEFUL

MODER-
ATELY
USEFUL

NOT
USEFUL

NOT USED
AT ALL

Curriculum and
Instructional
Planning in
Classroom 10% 43% 23% 259

Communication
with Parents
about Their
Children 18% 48% 17% 17%

Communication
with Community/
Interest Groups 7% 40% 24% 29%

Identification
of Curricular
Strengths and
Weaknesses in
Classroom 17% 44% 20% 19%

Placement and
Grouping of
Students for
Instruction 14% 38% 23% 24%

Identification
of Students Who
Need Further
Instruction 21% 44% 17% 18%

EXHIBIT 5-2

UTILITY OF SYSTEMWIDE TESTS AS

REPORTED BY TEACHERS
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AREA

VERY
USEFUL

MODER-
ATELY
USEFUL

NOT
USEFUL

NOT USED
AT ALL

Curriculum and
Instructional
Planning in
Classroom 32% 56% 7% 5%

Communication
with Parents
about Their
Children 55% 39% 4% 2*

Communication
with Community/
Interest Groups 37% 49% 10% 4%

Identification
of Curricular
Strengths and
Weaknesses in
Classroom 50% 41% 6% 4%

Placement and
Grouping of
Students for
Instruction 27% 44% 21% 3%

Identification
of Students Who
Need Further
Instruction _ 39% 46% 10% 4%

EXHIBI7 5-3

UTILITY OF SYSTEMWIDE TESTS AS

REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS
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dissemination to the community or interest groups, so their lower

ratings of this use are not surprising. The fact that 48 percent

of them report that the tests are not useful or not used in

curriculum and instructional planning in their classrooms, and

nearly 40 percent gave the same ratings to using the tests to

identify curricular strengths or weaknesses in their classrooms,

indicates that one major use may not have bee:t addressed in the

training for teachers. Again, because the STP is so new, we

could not determine whether teachers would find it easier or

harder to use for this purpose than the tests used previously.

Apparently .one of the major problems/dith the previous

systemwide testing was the untimely re rn of results. Fifty-

five percent of the teachers we int viewed indicated that the

results of the tests came back t o late to be useful. This is

another problem with fall testing. Spring testing allows the

test results to be proces d during the summer session so they

can be ready for use i the fall. When the test is given in the

fall, it has to be processed very rapidly (increasing the chance

for undetected -rrors to crop up) in order to be of use to

. teachers and rincipals in 4.11e field. Since STP results were

arriving t the schools in mid- to late-November, some instruc-

tiona time passed before the tests could influence curriculum

iew or student placements.

Another factor that influences the utility of test data is

the match between the curriculum and the content of the test.

STP is designed to reflect the objectives of the DoDDS curricu-

lum. But data from our survey indicate that 70 percent of the
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teachers state that the match between the test and the curriculum

is good; thirty percent do not. Again, this must be interpreted

with caution. The testing with STP had taken place, so teachers

who gave the test were familiar with the content. Some of the

negative responses could be reflections of problems with the

prior testing system; others could reflect teachers' feelings

that the concentration on reading, mathematics,. and Language arts

did not represent the full curriculum sufficiently well. At this

point in time, we can only treat these data with a caution flag.

DoDDS should devote additional effort to assessing whether

teachers continue to perceive a mismatch between the STP and the

curriculum, and why. Achieving a greater consonance between the

two will make the test results more useful to the educators in

the system.

In addition to the system-wide tests, teachers were asked

about tests they used in their individual classrooms. Fifty-

three percent of those surveyed indicated that they used reading

achievement/placementtests, and 45 percent indicated that they

used the reading tests that accompany texts. When teachers were

interviewed about how they assessed individual students, 60

percent said they used teacher-made tests: 50 percent reported

using observations: 39 percent used standardized tests; and 32

percent reviewed each student's school wor'<. Obviously, many of

these teachers used these methods in various combinations.

It is clear that student testing and evaluation are impor-

tant activities of teachers in the DoDDS system. In view of this
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fact, we surveyed teachers concerning their perceived needs for

inservice training in the areas of testing and evaluation.

Thirty-three percent of the respondents rated their need as being

either four or five orioa five-point scale (five indicating high

need). We feel that this is a need that DoDDS should address

systematically through a program of inservice training.

DoDDS Participation in Research Studies

DoDDS can obtain additional information about the perform-

ance of its schools by participating in studies that originate in

the United States and have a national scope and purpose. Two

such studies that DoDDS has participated in are the National

Assessment of Educational Progress [MEP] and the High School and

Beyond Study DISB3.

NkEP is an attempt to indicate how students at various grade

levels perform on tests that are usually geared to practical

performance of tasks involving basic skills, or to knowledge of

facts about the operation of American institutions (such as the

legislative, judicial, and executive branches of the government).

NAEP tests samples of students in several areas and repeats these

assessments from time to time, providing a basis for longitudinal

comparisons of data about particular curricular areas. MEP uses

highly standardized forms and testing procedures to assure this

comparability across time and across regions of the country.

DoDDS has participated in the NAEP writing assessment and

has also borrowed some of the items from NAEP for administration

to its own students, in order to provide curriculum needs



assessment data or to form a basis for comparing DoDDS students

to stateside students. When needs assessment purposes were

served, DoDDS did not use the identical test form or manner of

presentation, so the data are not exactly comparable. However,

they do provide a reasonable benchmark to DoDDS, and we would

encourage DoDDS to continue to use these tests.

The High School and Beyond Study (initiated in 1980) is a

companion to the earlier (1972) gational Longitudinal Study. .The

goal of these two studies is to track cohorts of students from

their senior year of high school through their early adulthood.

In addition, the High School and Beyond Study includes a survey

of sophomores who were to be followed up as seniors and then

tracked into early adulthood. In addition to collecting data on

about 28,000 seniors and 30,000 sophomores, the study team

gathered data on the schools and on some of the families of these

students.

DoDDS replicated the student assessment in its own schools

but did not collect any of the related school or family data.

The information collected on students consists of more than 600

data elements representing scores on a variety of aptitude and

achievement tests, background on socioeconomic status, homework

and TV watching habits, aspirations, and the curriculum the

students were exposed to in high school. This is a rich data

base and the only one in which all of these data are available

for both stateside and DoDDS students. Chapter 6 reanalyzes some

of these data to indicate how DoDDS education, differs from that

of stateside schools.
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Participation in these activities gives DoDDS important

opportunities to compare the performance of its students to their

stateside peers. Unfortunately, the lack of computer hardware,

software, and knowledgeable personnel in ODS has precluded

secondary analysi:, of this data in the past. The repository for

the ,ODDS data files is the Defense Management Data Center which

maintains the working files to be used when called upon by the

Evaluation Branch of DoDDS. Current acquisition of software and

trained personnel will provide secondary analysis capability.

Whil.e the new' computer systems recently acquired by DoDDS

should be capable of dealing with the DoDDS part of the High

Schoor and neyond data base, DoDDS probably cannot be expected to

deal with the stateside data base. We understand that DoDDS is

planning to contract out some additional studies of the High

School and Beyond data, notably the first follow-up to the 1980

data collection, which occurred in 1982. It is important that

this activity be fully funded and supported by DoDDS.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Accreditation by NCA should be continued. DoDDS must
decide how to treat small schools in the system so
that they are given systematic and periodic review of
a similar nature.

The Five-Year Curriculum Development Plan should be
continued. However, some consideration should be given
to lengthening the cycle for such stable curricular
areas as English and mathematics. For subjects such as
computer science, an alternative m chanism might be
more appropriate to ensure that cu riculum in this
field it kept up to date.
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The Systemwide Testing Program should also be
continued, but due consideration should be given to
changing the testing date to the spring. We believe
this would make the results much more timely and
useful to educatdrs.

The fact that some regions are testing in other cur-
ricular areas might indicate that there is a system-
wide desire for more information about performance in
science and social studies. Consideration should be
given to making these tests systemwide but not neces-
sarily annual. However, a decision on this also must
address the transient student population served by
DoDDS.

;More inservice training on both the evaluation of
curriculum and the interpretation and use of test
scores is needed. This should be initiated as an ODS-
sponsored and directed effort to be sure that it is
appliel uniformly across all regions.

DoDDS should continue to use items from the rational
Assessment of Educatio9a1 Progress to provide
benchmarks against whi6h to compare their studerts.

DoDDS should continue to fully fund participation in
the High School and Beyond Study to obtain the full
benefits of participation in this major nationwide
assessment of the curriculum of high schools.
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CHAPTER 6

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT AND ATTITUDES

This chapter of the report assesses tl*.a achievement and

attitudes of students in DoDDS schools. The vehicle for this

assessment is a comparison of DoDDS students to their stateside

counterparts. To accomplish this comparison we rely on data

collected in a large-scale study of high school sophomores and

seniors known as "High School and Beyond." This is the only

source of information that contains data about the achievement

and attitudes of high school students as well as background

information about their academic programs and their families.

Using these data, we can compare high school students in DoDDS to

stateside students wnile controlling for the various background

factors.

THE DATA BASE

High School and Beyond is a major longitudinal study of the

sophomores and seniors enrolled in the nation's high schools in

the spring of 1980. It is being conducted for the National Cen-

ter for Education Statistics by the National Opinion Research

Center. A total of 58,270 students in 1,015 stateside schools

were sampled and 638 pieces of information were recorded for each

one. In a parallel effort, the Department of Defense Dependents

Schools used the same student-level instrumentation to sample a

total of 3,107 students in 60 of the high schools in the system.

Follow-up data collection is presently being conducted with
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students from both of these samples in order to examine what

happens to students as they progress through. and leave, high

school.

The comparisons to be reported in this section deal ;41,th the

seniors in the two samples. This permits us to compare students

with, the greatest exposure to DoDtS and stateside schools. We

have limited the selection of seniors in the stateside sample to

those who were attending public schools in the spring of 1980.

We will concentrate on the two largest sub-groups both of the

samples: students who were in either general or academic

programs. There were too few students sampled from DoODS schools

who were enrolled in vocational programs to permit accurate

comparisons to the stateside data.

OVERVIEW OF THE PRESEWATION

The results will be presented by sub-group. Within each

presentation we will examine some of the background characteris-

tics of the students, their opportunities to be exposed to

instruction in various courses, their scores on tests of achieve-

ment, and their attitudes. In the last part of this chapter we

examine the relationships of background characteristics and

exposure to instruction to achievement and contrast the Doi:MS

sample of students in academic programs to the stateside sample

of such students.
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SENIORS IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMSBACKGROUND CHARACTER/ST/CS

Exhibits and 6-2 show that stateside and DoDDS seniors

in academic programs diffeted in several salient background char-

acteristics. The two populations have about the same proportions

of men,...DoDDS has a smaller proportion of blacks, but higher

portions of Asian.and other (probably mostly hispanic) students.

DbDDS seniors had enrolled in about equal proportions in each

possible category (grade 9 includes students who enrolled prior

to grade 9), while the majority of stateside seniors had enrolled

prior to or during the 10th grade. DoDDS seniors were living

with both parents more often than their stateside counterparts.

DoDDS seniors reported that they were more involved with the

testing than their stateside counterparts (indicating both that

they were involved in the tests and that they rarely thought of

other things durinc the testing period).

DoDDS seniors in academic programs were of sligtv.-ty bigher

socioeconomic status ESES), did slightly less homevnrk, watched

less TV, and were a bit older than their stateside peers. These

differences were not statistically significant.

SENICRS IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMS--COURSES COMPLETED

Exhibit 6-3 shows that DoDDS seniors in academic programs

completed more courses in mathematics, English or literature,

history or social studies, and science than did stateside seniors

in such prtirams. This is evidence that, in general, DoD^S

students are not penalized by limited access to courses.

.164 6-3
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VARIABLE

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES
OF SENIORS

IN EACH CATEGORY

CATEGORIES DoDDS STATESIDE

Sex Male 51.6% 48.7%

Female 48.3 51.3

Race White 82.2 84.4

Black 6.9 " 3,1.0

Asian 5.1 1.8

Other 5.1 2.3

.
American Indian .8 .5

Grade of 9 (or earlier) 24.1 57.2

Enrollment IQ 25.9 34.0

at This 11 26.9 5.7

School 12 23.1 3.0

?arenas None 4.0 3.8

at Home On. 15.6 21.1

Both 80.4 75.1

Involved No 44.0 54.8

with Testing Yes 56.0 45.2

.1/40

(N=563) (N=6,857) .

Any difference in the percentages reported by DoDOS stateside

respondents that exceeds 5 percent is significant at the 04 = 05

level.

EMIBIT 6-1

PERCENTAGED BACXGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF
SENIORS IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMS
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:Ms

VARIABLE

DoDDS

STANDARD
DEVIATION-

STATESIDE

MEAN --MEAN-
STANDARD

-DEVIATION-

SES 2.4 7.0 2.2 6.8

Homework 5.2 1.2 5.3 1.3

TV Watching 3.6 1.8 4.2 1.7

Age 17.5 .6 17.4 .6

The homework scale is from I (no homework) to 7 ;more than
10 hours per week). A 4alue of 4 means 1 to 3 hours per wee?:, a
value of 5 means 3 to 5 hours per week, and a value of 6 means 5
to 10 hours per week.

The
(five or
hour per
per day,
per day.

TV watching scale is from one (Don't watch TV) to seven
more hours per day). A value of two mean.? less than one

aday, a value of three means between one and two hours
and a value of four means between two and three hours

SES is a composite variable made up of indicators of the
income and educational levels in the household as well as
indicators of velether or nyt certain items were present in the
household.

Standard deviations for the DoDDS sample are weighted esti-
mates that do not account for design effects. Separate analyses
showed that design effects were very small in the DoDDS version
of the High School and Beyond Study. These estimates are
believed to be conservative because they are uncorrected for the
fact that data were collected on roughly 25 percent of the DODDS
seniors.

Except for TV watching and age, the differences between
stateside, and DoDDS averages fall within 95 percent confidence

EXHIBIT 6-2

AVERAGE BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF
SENIORS IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMS

6-5
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1 OR uss_a_s_to

YEARS COMPLETED

3 OR MORE2.5

Mathematics

DoDDS 6% 40% 54%
Stateside 12% 35% 53%

English or Literature

DoDDS 0% 4% 96%
Stateside 1% 10% 89%

History or Social Studies

DoDDS 1% 47% 52%
Stateside 9% 47% 44%

Science

itoDDS 11% 45% 44%
Stateside 22% 36% 42%

EXHIBIT 6-3

PERCENTAGES OF DoDDS AND STATESIDE SENIORS
IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMS

COMPLETING DIFFERENT NUMBERS OF
YEARS IN VARIOUS SUBJECTS

6-6
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Exhibit 6-4 compares the percentages of DoDDS and stateside

seniors in academic programs who took courses of special import-

ance to college-bound students. The DoDDS seniors take these

courses more often, with the exception of trigonometry and

calculus. The major differences are in the propensity to take

foreign languages, physics, and more than three years of English

or literature. The reported percentages for foreign languages

are probably underestimates of both the DoDDS and stateside true

percentages. The reason is that the instrumentation for High

School and Beyond only inquired about French, German, and

Spanish. Many high schools offer other languages, such as

Russian or Latin. It is possible that the underestimate is more

severe in the DoDDS population because DoD.high schools may offer

an even great-ar variety of languages than would high schools in

the U.S. due to the importance of the host-nation programs.

While it is important that DoDDS seniors have more exposure

to each of these courses than their stateside counterparts, it is

also important to see whether they are able to take patterns of

courses that are required for admission to colleges or univer-

sities. The higher mobility of DoDDS students might lead to

situations in which a student would miss the first in a sequence

of courses and be unable to finish the entire sequence. This

would make it less likely that students would take a pattern of

courses that would qualify them for admission to collegep or

universities.

6-7
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COURSE DODOS STATESIDE

More Than Three 42.3% 26.4%
Years of English
or Literature /

At Least One ///

Year of a
Foreign Language 74.9% 65.1%

Two or More //

Years of a
Foreign Language 49.5%

leometry 91.11%

algebra II 81.7%

Trigonometry 50.7%

Calrulus 16.5%

Chemistry 75.4%

Physics 51.3%

39.1%

85,0%

77.5%

52.3%

18.8%

69.3%

39.8A

Differences between DODOS and stateside percentages that exceed 5
percent are significant at the .05 level.

EXHIBIT 6-4

SENIORS IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMS;
PERCENTAGE TAKING SPECIFIC COURSES
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A major re-examination of entrance requirements is currently

underway at most colleges and universities (McCurdy, 1982). For

the most part, the entrance requirements are being raised to

assure that entering freshmen will be capable of doing college-

level work. Two such standards were used in the following inves-

tigation. while not "universal," they provide a good benchmark

against which to compare DoDDS and stateside students. The first

standard comes from the California Ztate University system. It

requires four years of college preparatory English and two years

of college preparatory mathematics and is scheuled to become

effective for the fall of 1984 (when students who Are now in

grade 11 will be !mitted as freshmen). At issue is the Defini-

tion of "college preparatory," as most entering California fresh-

men have frur courses of English and two in mathematics. Accord-

ing to McCurdy (1982), the hope is that by making the requirement

firm, high schools will assure that students take solid courses.

For the pa-pose of this presentation, it was assumed that a

senior with more than three years in English or literature and

either geometry or algebra II would meet the course requirement

for admission to the California State University system. (Sepa-

rate analyses show that nearly all of these students took algebra

r, and it was unlikely that a student would take trigonometry or

calculus without having both geometry and algebra II.) Applying

these criteria to the DoDDS and stateside samples resulted in the

estimate that 38 percent of DoDDS seniors in academic programs

would meet the requirement, compared to only 23 percent of their

6-9
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stateside peers. Thus the advantages in courses taken by the

DoDDS students, especiar.y in English or literature, combine to

yield a substantially %arger percentage of students who meet this

requirement.

The second entrance requirement is taken from the (more

selective) University of Cal_ ornia system. The requirement

consists of four years of college preparatory English, three

years of college preparatory mathematics, one year of laboratory

science, one year of history, and two years of foreign language.

It also mandates that at least 7 of the total of 16 required

units (including electives) be taken in the last 2 years of high

school. This requirement is to be in effect for the selection of

fresh=en to enter in 1986 (i.e., it will affect students now

enrolled in ninth grade).

Secause, as discussed earlier, the number of seniors with

OP
two years of a foreign language is probably underestimated, there

will be a corresponding underestimate of the number of students

meeting the University of California admission requirement; in

addition, the High School and Beyond Study only inquired about

chemistry and physics, although many high schools offer a labore-
r

tory course in biology. This will also produce underestimates of

the true proportions who would meet this entrance requirement.

Data from the follow-up of the sophomores of 1980 will provide

better estimates because these students were asked about biology

and other foreign languages. Nevertheless, we believe the data

about 1980 seniors provide a useful and interesting comparison.

6-10
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For the purposes of this presentation, students were counted

as meeting the requirement if they took more than three years of

English or literature, at least one year of history, both geo- .

metry and algebra II, either chemistry or physics, and at least

two years of a foreign language. Applying this requirement to

the 2 samples resulted in an estimate that 17 percent of the

DoDDS seniors in academic programs would satisfy the requirement,

compared to only 7 percent of their stateside counterparts. In

addition to the fact that these are certainly underestimates, it

should be remembered that requirements of this stringency were

not commonplace in 1990. Students may not have been planning

programs of this type at that time.

DoDDS should be sure to replicate these analyses with the

data obtained from the follow-up of the sophomores of 1980.

In order to examine further the influence of the mobility of

DoDDS seniors on their course-taking patterns, we can determine

how the grade of enrollment influences the likelihood of meeting

the two entrance requirements given above. This enables us to

say whether a transfer of schools has an influence on the

student's capacity to put together an appropriate college

preparatory curriculum.

Another is-ue of concern to DoDDS is the capacity of smaller

high schools to deliver an appropriate college preparatory curri-

CtiLurt DoDDS high schOols are, on the whole, smaller than their

stateside counterparts. DoDDS' Evaluation Branch reported (DoDDS

vs. NCA, How Do We Really Compare?, 1981) that the average DoDDS

17,2
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high school had about 506 students compared with an NCA [north

Central Association] average of 931. Only South Dakota had a

smaller average school sizes among the NCA states. To measure

size, we used the number of seniors enrolled in 151/9-80. Three

categories were formed: small, having fewer than 40 seniors

enrolled (33 percent of the schools fell into this category):

medium, having senior enrollments between 40 and 100 (38 Per-

cent): and large, having more than 100 seniors enrolled (28

percent).

Models were fitted that examined the relationship of the

size of school, the grade cf enrollment, aribl their interaction to

the likelihood of meeting the two entraw:e requirements given

above. Statistical analyses indicated that the interaction of

the size and grade of enrollment was significant at the .005

level. Exhibits 6-5 and 6-6 illustrate the very cowerful

interactions of school size and grade of enrollment indicated by

the analysis.

Additional data analysis revealed that the sample from one

large school had a very large proportion of students entering as

sophomores who did not meet either entry requirement. The.eli-

mination of these data did not remove the interaction of school

site by grade of enrollment regarding admission to the University

of California, but did remove it as a factor in predicting admis-

sion to the California State Universities. in the latter model,

both the effect of size and that for grade of enrollmenm were

significant at the .05 level.

6-12
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SIZE OF SCHOOL
ATTENDED

AS A SENIOR

SMALL
;Less than 40 seniors)

MEDIUM
140 to 100 seniors/

LARGE
(More than 100 seniors,

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

GRADE ENROLLED AT TH.E SCHOOL ATTENDED AS_A_SENJOR

9TH GRADE 10TH GRADE 11TH GRADE 12TH GRADE

46 % 54 % 36 % 24%

4 % 4 33 % 22 %

46 % 30 % 50 % 36 %

Stateside Average (23%)

SCHOOL
SIZE

LARGE,

SMALL
MED,UM

9 10 11 12

GRADE ENROLLED AT THE SCHOOL ATTENDED AS A SENIOR

EXHIBIT 6.5

DoDDS SENIORS IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMS: ERCVITAGE OrSTUDENTS MEETING
THE ADMISSION CRITERIA FOR THE CALIFOisNIA STATE UNIVERSITIES
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SIZE OF SCHOOL
ATTENDED
AS A SENIOR

GRADE ENROLLED AT THE SCHOOL ATTENDEO AS A SENIOR

9TH GRADE 10TH GRADE t ITH GRADE 12TH GRACIE

SMALL 1/3% 9 % 8 % 8 %

iLeu than 40 seniors)

MEDIUM 17%0 16 % 12 % 5 %

(AO to 100 sensors)

LARGE 19% 1 1 % 23% 16%

4tore than 1C0 seniors)

30 1

2.5

20

15

10

5

0

SCHOOLau_
LARGE

SMALL

MEDIUM

9 10. 11 12

GRADE ENROL "ED AT THE SCHOOL ATTENDED AS A SENIOR

EXHIBIT 6-6

DoDOS SENIORS IN ACADEIVIIC PROGRAMS: PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS MEE ZING

THE ADMISSION CRITERIA FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

6-14
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Despite the interaction effect, we can offer a general

interpretation of these results. There is a trend for the per-

centtge of seniors meeting either admission requirement to tend

downward towards the stateside average the longer the students

spend in stateside schools before entering DoDDS schools: for

all size categories of schools, students who enter DoDDS as

seniors are Less likely to meet the requiiements than those who

enter in the freshmen year or earlier. Except for the unex-

plained data or students entering Large schools as sophomores,

there is a general tendency for large schools to enroll students

who are more likely to meet the admission requirements.

It is not clear whether these effects ern due to explained

biases in the allocation of students to schools of lifferent

sizes, or to t.Ifects of the schools themselves. Lince the per-

centages for students with the longest exposure to DoDDS (those

wht..) entered in the ninth grade or earlier) show little variation,

we assume that the necessary courses are a/ailable at All

schools. It may be that the largest schools can be more flexible

in providing courses for later-arriving students than can small

or medium-sized schools and that this explains the differentials

observed among students who entered in grades 11 or 12. Or, it

may be that the larger schools received students in those years

who were already better prepared. This data base cannot dis-

entangle these possibilities for us.

This analysis raises questions for policymakers in DoDDS:

Is there a problem in smaller schodls in accommodating the

17 6
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transient student who wants to continue to develop a college pre-

paratory pattern of courses? Are there similar problems faced by

students returning to the U.S. from DoDDS schools? DoDDS ahould

examine samples of transcripts and investigate the offerings of

schools of different sizes to determine whether the problem is

school based or is merely a matter of different cohorts of

students being assigned to the different schools. Follow-up of

DoDDS students in the United States (e.g., the High School and

Beyond Sophomore Follow-Up) would permit DoDDS to assess whether

students had problems 3,1 transfer back to the states.

SENIORS IN ACADEMiC'PROGRAMSATTITUDES

Exhibits 6-7 and 6-8 show that DoDDS seniors in academic

programs differed wily slightly from their stateside peers on

several measures of ,attitude obtained as part of the High School

and Beyond Study. Stateside seniors felk that discipline was

moreeffeotive and that their schools had more school spirit.

SENIORS IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMSACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES

Exhibit 6-9 shows that DoDDS seniors in Academic programs

outscored their stateside peeys on the achievement and ability

measures used in the High School and Beyond Study.* Given their

additional amounts of schooling as measured by the numbers of

courses completed, this should not be surprising, however. At

*There were two other tests of ability: Mosaic Comparisons and
Picture-NUmber matdhes. There is reason to believe that the
testing conditions fcar these instruments were not_equivalent in
all schools, however.

6-16
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1

RATING OF

Teacher Interest
in Studel7ts

Effectiveness
of Discipline

airness of
Discipline

School Spirit

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES OF SENIORS
THAT WOULD RESPOND EITHER

"GOOD" or "EXCELLENT" .

DoDDS STATESIDE

57.9% 61.8%

3$.,A

45.1% 43.2%

43.7% 58.4%

Differences between DoDDS and stateside percentages that exceed 5
percent a-e significant at the .03 level.

S.

EXHIBIT 6-7

SENIORS IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMS:
SCHOOL-RELATED ATTITUDES
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4

DoDDS

STANDARD

STATESIDE

STANDARD
VAIW.BLE MEAN DEVIATION MEAN DEVIATION

Self Concept -.84 7.2 -1.06 6.9

Locus of Control 1.46 5.9 1.92 507

Work Attitude -.50 6.7 -.08 '6.2

Family Attitude .68 6.6 .38 6.1

Community Attitude .43 6.6 .38 6.7

These measures are scaled composites of other variables that,,
were created_by-the HIgh Sthciol and Beyon..! Study*t-eaM. We have
multiplied the scales by 10 but oz:lerwise have left the direction

--ofthe-scales A ;f--s they were originally. Self concept is scaie--
negatively--h igher negative values mean more positive self
concept. Locus of control is scaled such that more positive
values mean greater feelings that the individual can influence
his or her own destiny. Work attitude has to do with the
importance of having a job and making money.

The estimated standard deviation for the DODOS sample is
believed to be conservative (see note to Exhibit 6-2).

All differences between stateside and DoDDS means fall
within 95 percent confidence bands around zero.

FIGURE 6-8

SENIORS IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMS;
GENERAL ATTITUDES

6-19
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TEST NAME

DoDDS

STANDARD
DEVIATION

STATESIDE

MEAN MEAN
STANDARD
DEVIATION

Vocabulary Part I 9.63 3.26 8.82 3.25
(Maximum = 15)

Vocabulary Part TT 7.73 2.60 6.80 2.58
(Maximum = 12)

Reading -14.20 3.44 12.90 3.90
(Maximum = 20)

Mathematics Part I 19.52 4.33 18.44 4.52
(Maximum = 25)

Mathematics Part II 4.90 1.53 4.20 1.62
(Maximum = 7)

Visualization 9.54 3.20 8.49 3.24
--in_Threa Diien-'
sions
(Maximum = 16)

For each of the tests, the difference between the DoODS and
stateside means is significant at the .05 level.

EXHIBIT 6-9

SENIORS IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMS:
SCORES ON AUIEVEMENT AND ABILITY TESTS
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the conclusion of the next par= of this section, which deals

with seniors in general programs, we will present the results of

analyses showing the relationships among background characteris-

tics and schooling on the one land, and the achievement and atti-

tude outcomes on the other.

SENIORS /N GENERAL PROGRAMSBACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS

Exhibit 6-10 shows that DoDDS and stateside seniors in

general programs differ on several background characteristics.

The DoDDS population has higher proportions of Asians :t:1 others.

0050S seniors in general programs are more Likely to have both

parents living at home. Once again, much larger percentages of

CoDDS seniors enrolled at their current school in grades 11 or 12

rather than earlier. DODDS seniors were more likely to report

being involved in the testing carried out 'ty the *iigh School. and

Beyond-Study (ind1cat-ing-both-that.they were invo1v_ed in th!

tests and that they rarely thought of other things during the

testing period).

Exhibit 6-11 shows that DoDDS seniors have slig:.tly higher

socioeconomic status [SES], did as much homewor% each week,

watched less TV, and were the same age as their stateside peers.

Comparing all seniors in general programs (Exhibits 6-10 and

6-1',) to seniors in academic programs (Exhibits 6-1 and 6-2). it

is clear that the differences between the two program gmups are

much greater than the differences between DoDDS students and

stateside st.:dents. Seniors in general proqrams are much more

6-20
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.

VARIABLE CATEGORIES

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES
OF SENIORS IN EACH CATEGORY

DoDDS CONUS

Sex Male 53.6% 50.0%
Female 46.4% 50.0%

Race White 82.1% 83.6%
Black 8,2% 11.7%
Asian: 2.5% 1,0%
Other 6.5% 2.7%
American Indian 0.7% 0.9%

'Irzde (,': 9 24.1% E9.2%
Enrollment 10 31.4% 30.9%
at This 11 23.8% 5.9%
School :2 20.7% 4.0%

Parents None 4.2% 6.3%
at Home One 20-6% 25.2%

Both 75.2% 68.5%

Involved
with 'resting

No
Yes

,
56.7%
43.3k

66.4i
33.6%

(N=671) (N= 7,845)

Differences between Dc L'S and stateside percer.tages exceeding 4
percent are significant at the .05 level.

EXHIBIT 6-1C

PERCENTAGED BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF
SENIORS IN GENERAL PROGRAMS

1S2
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VARIABLE MEAN

rEs

Homework

TV Watching

Age

-.95

4.6

4.1

DoCDS STATESIDE

The homework scale is from 1
10 hours per week). A value of 4
value of 5 means 3 to 5 hours per
to 10 hours per week.

The
(five or
hour per
per day,
per day.

STANDARD
DEVIATION

6.3

1.3

1.9

.6

STANDAaD
MEAN DEVIATION

-1.4

4.6

4.6

17.5

6.6

1.2

1.7

.6

(no homework) to 7 (more ,_ :.an
means 1 to ' hours per week, a
week, and a value of 6 means 5

7V watching scale is from one (don't watch TV) to seven
more hours per day). A value of two means less than one
day, a value of three .neans between one and two :lours
and a value of four means between two and three hours

SES is a composite variable made up of indicators of the
income and educational level:. in the householl as well inIcatcrs
of whether or not certain Items were present ln the household.

Standard deviations for the DoDDS sample are weighted esti-
mate:, that do not account for design effects. Separate analyses
showed that design effects were very smal.1 in the DOODS version
of the High SChool and Beyond Study. These estimates are
believed to be conservative becaus, they are uncorrected for the
fact that.data were collected on roughly 25 percent of the DoDDS
seniors.

The differer.ce between .weans for TV watching is significant
at *the .05 level. Other differences are not statistically
significant.

EXHIBIT 6-11

AVERAGE BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF
SENIORS IN GENERAL PROGRAMS
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likely to come from lower socioeconomic family backgrounds, do

less tomework, and watch more TV.

SENIORS IN GENERAL PROGRAMS--COURSES COMPLETED

Exhibit 6-12 shows that DoDC.3 seniors in general programs

tended to complete mo.e courses in basic subjects than their

stateside peers. The largest differences were for history or

social studies and English or literature. Exhibit 6-13 shows

that DoDDS seniors took mcre courses in foreign languages and

more of the advanced mathematics and science courses than state-

side seniors. This adds up to a more solid academic program for

the typical DoDDS senior in a general program.

Assuming that students in general programs did not generally

intend to seek admission to selective universities. but might

have wished to be admitted to a state college, we looked at the

likelihood that these students would meet the newly promulgated

admissions standard for the California State University system.

Twenty-six percent of the DoDDS seniors in general Programs would

qualify by this standard, compared to only 12 percent of state-

side students. In fact, a greater proportion of the DoDDS

seniors in general programs than of stateside seniors in academic

programs would qualify using this standard.

SENIORS IN GENERAL PROGRAMS--ATTITUDES

Exhibits 6-14 and 6-15 show that there are small differences

between the two groups of seniors in their attitudes. The lar-

gest difference, echoing one found among the seniors in academic

6-23
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'3

Mathematics

DoDDS
Stateside

English or Li-:.erature

DoDDS
Stateside

History or Social Studies

YEARS ,-.OMPLETED

1 or LESS 1., to 2.5 3 or MORE

28% 45% 27%
37% 421 21%

0 6% 94%
31 19% 78%

DoDDS 2% 43% 55%

Stateside 141 47% 39%

Science

DoDDS
Stateside

331 431 19%

521 35% 121

EXHIBIT 6-12

PERCENTAGES OF DoDDS AND STATESIDE SENIORS
IN GENERAL PROGRAMS COMPLETING DIFFERENT

NUMBERS OF YEARS IN VARIOUS SUBJECTS
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ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES Of POPULATIONS
1AKING EACH COURSE

COURSE

More Than Three Years
of English or Litera-
ture

At Least Oile Year cf
a Foreign Language

Two or More Years
a Foreign Language

Geometry 59.3%

Algebra ix 58.9%

Trigonometry 15.3%

' Calculus 3.2%

Chemistry 33.0%

Physics 16.9%

DoDDS STATESIDE

39.2% 25.1%

63.9% 30.5%

32.8% 13.4%

Al Ie.ft....0V

34.8%

12.7%

2.6%

24.2%

11.0%

Differences between DoODS and stateside percentages that exceed 4
percent are significant at the .05 level.

EXHIBIT 6-13

SENIORS IN GENERAL PROGRAMS;
PERCENTAGE TAKING SPECIFIC COURSES
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4

RATING OF

Teaher Interest in St.idents

Lffectiveness of Discipline

Fairness of Discipline

School Spirit

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES OF SENIORS
WHO RESPONDED EITHER
"GOOD" OR "EXCELLENT"

DoDDS STATESIDE

41.81 46.3%

36.6% 40.5%

35.7% 33.5%

43.8% 59.0%

Differences exceeding 4 percentage points are significant at the
.05 level.

EXHIBIT 6-14

SEMIOR3 IN GENERAL PROGRAMS:
SCHOOL-RELATED ATTITUDES

6-26
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roDDS

VARIABLE MEAN

Self Cpncept .4t

Locus of Control -.87

Work Attitude .11

Family Attitude .06

Community Attitude -.34

STANDARD
DEVIATION

7.5

6.4

6.1 ''

5.9

6.2

STATESIDE

MEAN
STANDARD
DEVIATION

.75 6.9

1.07 6.3

-.40 6.8

-.42 6.4

-.43 6.6

These measures are scaled composites of other variables that
were created by the High School and 3eyond Study team. We have
multiplied the scales by 10 but otherwise have left the direction
of the scales e.s they were originally. Self concept is scaled
negativelyhigher negative values mean more positive self con-
cept. Locus of control is scaled such that more positive values
mean greater feelings that the indiv4.dual can influence his or
ner own destiny. Work attitude ha4, to do with the importance of
having a job and making mo4ey.

The estimated standard deviation for the DoDDS sample is
believed to be conservative (see note to Exhibit 6-2).

All diffcences between statesiee and DoDDSmeans fall
within 93 ptrcent confidence bands around zero.

EXHIBIT 6-15

SENIORS IN GENERAL PROGRAMS:
GENERAL ATTITUDES

1 8
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programs, shows stateside students giving more favorable ratings

of school spirit.

SENIORS IY GENERAL PROGRAMSACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES

Exhibit 6-16 shows that DoDDS seniors scored higher than

their stateside counterparts on the achievement and ability

measures used in the High School and Beyond Study. Again, this

is not a particular surprise given that DoDDS students had a much

more solid academic course load.

THE PREDiCTIOv. OF ACHIEVEMENT AND ATTITUDES

Exhibit 0-:7 is the summary of a :arge number Df analyses

co;nducted or. ,tne DoDDS stateside sample of seniors who were

in academic programs. in this section we describe the analyses

that led to this figure and explain tts content.

The purpose of these analyses was to build statistical

models that ..03uld help us .:r.derstand the relationship between

student background factors and student achievement test scores

and self-reports of attitudes. In the course of these analyses,

factors emerged that c'uld not bq fully crossed with other fac-

tors because the sample sizes rapidly became too small. Por

example, few nonwhites in the stateside sample changed high

schools after the sophomore year. Furthermore, we found that we
1

could not build a statistical model capable of accounting for

more than 9 perce4t of the variations on the attitude measures.

Consequently, we focus our presentation on the achievement test

scores.

6-28
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TEST NAME

DoDDS

STANDARD
DEVIATION

STATESIDE

MEAN MEAN
STANDARD
DEVIATION

o

Vocabulary Parr I '4.68 3.21 6.65 2.97'
(Maximum = 15)

Vocabulary Part II 5.90 2.50 5.21 2.32 e
(;:axim= = 12) .

Reading 11.94 3.66 10.01 3.9
(Maximum = 20)

Mathematics Part I, 15.59 4.69 14.20 4.70
(Maximum = 25)

Mathematics Part It 3.78 1.57 3.27 1.49
(Maximum F 7)

Visualizazion 8.33 3.03 7.37 2.99
in Three Dimen-
sions
(MaximuM = 16)

For each of the .:Pats, the difference between the DoDDS'and
stateside means is significant at the .05 level.

EXHIBYT 616 .

SENIORS IN GENERAL PROGRAMS:
SCORES ON ACHIEVEMENT AND ABILITY TESTS

6-29
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vocAhu MATHEMATICS
INPUT
VARIABLES PART 1 PA. READING PART 1 PART 2

SES + + + + +

Visualization in j
Three Dimensions + + + + +

Sex M M M M M
w.

Race. W W W W 3Age- - - -

TV Watching - - - - -

f Homework + + + + +

Mathematics
Courses - - + + +

English or 10
Literature Courses + - *

. - -

At Least One Year of
Foreign Language + + + + +

. INO or More Years of
Foreign Language + + + , *

)

History or Social..,
Studies Courses + r + * *

Science Coursei + + + + + .

2 = Percentage of
Variance Accounted
For 22U 23% 26% 421 3IV

Variables are listed in the order tested. Each significant
relationship indicates that the input variable reached the .C2.5
level of significance when all variables above it on the. list;
were controlled for statistically.

EXHIBIT 6-17

'SENIORS IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMS:
PREDICTORS OF W:HIEVEMENT TEST SCORES
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This analysis used the combined DoDDS and stateside samples of
seniors in acader.dc programs who were either black or white and
had entered their schocl.s during or prior to grade 10 (N =
SOSO).

'The symbol M in the row for sex effects indicates that males had
higher scofes after controlling for all other input variables
on the list:

The symbols W (for white) and B (for black) in the row for race,
,indicate which group had the higher. scores when all other input
variables on the list were controlled.

1- means a positive relationzhip,
variables

- means a negative relationehip,
variables

* means that the input varfah_e
significance when all vari:,oles
trolled for statistically.

(.

as

aso

controlling for all other snout

controlling; for all other input

did not, reach the .02 level of
above it on the list were con-

EXHIBIT 6-17 (cone )

6
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We felt that the students in academic programs would show

more effect of their exposure to schooling, so we limited these
t.

analyses to those students. We also found it necessary to use

only the two largest racial groups (white and black students) in

the samples, because the numbers of "others" were too small to

cross with other factors such as sex and type of school (DoDDS or

stateside public school). In order to emphasize the differe

tie/ effects of the type of school, we further limited these

analyses to students who had edrolled in the school prior to

duting their sophomore year.

We decided to fit a model that would test the contribution

of each factor in a step -wise fashion. The ordering of the

variables is, therefore, of great importance. The first varir

ables.tested were socioeconomic status and ability (the latter

was represented by the test of visualization in three dimen-

sions). Then we tested the additional contributions of sex and

race to the prediction of achievement test scores. If our know

ledge of sex or race did not improve our prediction of the

achievement test scores beyond what we could do knowing socio-

economic status and ability, they would be declared nonsigni.-

ficant.

Then we tested the added contributions of student age, the

amount of TV watching and the amount of homework, controlling for

the variables previously entered.

Next we entered the variables that measured the amount of

exposure to various courses to determine whether they contribute

193
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tO. Predicting achievement scores over and above the background

fdOtors. Finally, we assessed the added contribution of type of

school (DoDDS or stateside public school). If the type of school

h6i made a difference after accounting for the rest of the vari-
.

Ataes, we would have concluded that the two types of schools have

,different effects, or that their etudents differed on other back-

IFound characteristics we had not measured. However, type of

school, did not prove to be a significant addition to our model,

and we concluded that the difference between DoDDS students' and

stateside students' achievement test scores was due to differ-

epaes in background and exposure to instruction. We have shown

that DoDDS students received much more instruction in solid sub-

jects than their stateside peers, andwe-believe this is the

primary reason for their higher test scores.

We also hypothesized interactions of race and sex, type of

school and sex, type of school and race, and triple inter-

action of race, sex, and type of school. None of these pro44 to

contribute. significantly to predicting achievement test scoreJ.

Exhibit 6-17 is organized so that the "input" variables are

rows, and the achievement test are columns. Looking down a

'column, which represents one achievement test, we can tell which

of the input variables influenced the prediction of that test and

What sign each input variable had in the prediction equation. A

sign is entered only when the step-wise test for the variable was

significant at the .025 level. We believe that the generally

strong positive relationship of the numbers of yearsof subject

194
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matter courses to achievement test outcomes, controlling for the

other background factors, reinforces our conclusion that the more

substantial education in DoDDS is responsible for higher test

scores.

Math courses are negatively related to vocabulary test

scores, and English and literature courses are negatively related

to mathematics test scores. The vocabulary tests may not drat'', .on.

-mathematical terms (so time spent learning them is time directed

away from the test's content), and there may be few Word. or Story

problems on the math tests. The exact content of the tests is

closely guarded so that they may be used in future follow-ups;

thus, it is only possible to speculate about these relationships.

The results presented here confirm findings of other auihOri

concerning the relationship of amount of instruction to achieve-

ment, (See Keesling and Wiley [1974], Wiley [1976], Keesling

E14781, Schmidt [1982], for example). We feel that these results

indicate that the students in DoDDS benefit from taking a more

academic program than their stateside peers in public school*. '

Data from the national longitudinal study of high school .

seniors begun in 1980 (Sigh School and Beyond) were reanalyzed to

compare DoDDS seniors to their stateside counterparts. Seniors

in the DoDDS high schools tended to take more academic course

work than their stateside peers. This advantage was reflected in

larger proportions of DoDDS students meeting newly proposed

A-34
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admissions standards for certain colleges and universities. How-

ever, there was an indication (somewhat obscured by interaction

effects) that smaller DoDDS schools had fewer seniors who would

meet these standards. It also seemed likely that students who

enrolled in DoDDS schools in their senior year would be less

likely than others to meet these standards.

The DoDDS seniors scored higher than their stateside peers

on all of the achievement measures used in this reanalysis. This

difference is related.to the differing degrees to which_students

take academic courses, as stated above.
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CHAPTER 7

STAFFING AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT

INTRODUCTION

This chapter encompasses those matters associated with staff

who are most directly related to the delivery of education:

- teachers, principals, specialists, and related support staff.

The .quality of instructional, administrative, and support staff

is critically related to the quality of education.

The quality of teachers affects not only the direct delivery

of eddcation in the classroom but also the way that parents and

other key groups and individuals view and support the schools.

Research and practical experience indicate that the principal

plays an important role in the overall effectiveness of the

school. A variety of specialists and support staff make it

possible for the schools to provide broadlbazed education ser-

vices in many areas--career education, academic and career

counseling, individual and gioup testing, and home-school liai-

sons--and to provide educational services to special needs

populations, such as the handicapped.

f Data from all sources will be organized and reported as

findings in three broad areas: (1) obtaining quality staff. (2)

staff development. and (3) recertification and transfers.

OBTAINING QUALITY STAFF

This section looks at the issue of staff quality in DoDDS

based on policies, regulations, procedures, practices, and per-

ceptions related to certification standards. identification
J
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and recruitment of qualified teachers (and other educators), and

assignment of'staff according to their qualifications and the

needs of students and schools, Reported here are the relevant

findings of the surveys, interviews, and case studies conducted

as a part of this study.

Certification standards for DoDDS teachers are clearly and

explicitly set forth in official.OoDDS documents. For example,

Overseas Employment Oppotiunities for Educators, a detailed

application brochure for persons applying for DoDDS positions

from the United States, spells out specific requirements for all

positions according to grade levels, subject areas, and specialty

areas (e.g., guidance counselors and dormitory counselors), with

the exception of Compensatory Education teachers. The P.L,

S6-91 Personnel Guide, a detailed guide for DoDDS managers,

provides extensive information on the application of certifica-

tion standards and the conditions for waiving them. The

certification standards for DOODS educational personnel are fully

comparable to such standards stateside, and the limitations on

waiving standards for emergency situations are stringent and

reasonable.

The case studies document difficulties in grandfathering.

'Under this practice teachers whose experience hasbeen limited to

self-contained classrooms or prisarily low functioning students

are accepted as qualified resource teachers (i.e., Special

education) even if they have not been retrained for bedadened

responsibilities.

7-2
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In terms of the educational qualifications of DoDDS teach-
.

ers, 688 surveyed teachers provided the following data regarding

their highest level of education: 11 percent bachelor's degree:

28 percent some graduate study; 31 percent, master's degree; 28

percent, courses beyond the master's degree: 2 percent, doctorate

degree. Nmener of years teaching was also requested from sur-

veyed teachers, and the data revealed that 11 percent had been

teaching less than 5 years, 29 percent 5-10 years, 19 percent

11-15 years, 17 percent 16-20 years, and 25 percent more than 20

years.

Another point in connection with quality of education is

that out of nearly 700 surveyed teachers, only 2 percent reported

teaching a grade or sabject for which they had no experience.or

training. Of more than 80 specialists interviewed, 5 percent

were not working in their professional areas.

Regulations for filling positions require, first, that posi-

tions be filled by transfers on agreements Arrived at between

principals and regional directors and according to rules

governing transfer: second, that positions be filled by hiring

locally; and third, that positions be filled by WliFes processed

by ODS from the continental United States ECONUS3. Dependents of

federal employees stationed lverseas receive preference,

The policy of preference for local hiring is cost effec-

tive, permits a principal to move quickly, and is in compliance

with DoD directives that military dependents be given employ-

ment consideration: however, such a policy tends to limit the

199 7-3



" a

3:144

immediate applicant pool and deplete the list of substitute

teachers. The system for CONUC hires provides selection, with

input from some princi=pals, of well-qualified candidates from a

broad pool of U.S. applicants. All new teachers have a one-year

trial period. Att)iough the regulations state that vacant

positions should first be made available to WOOS teachers who

want to transfer, interview data indicate that there is

considerable teacher dissatisfaction regarding transfers. The

issue of transfer is discussed further in a subsequent section.

With regard to local hires, 46 percent of the principals

interviewed said they had no problems with local hires. However,

26 percent said that local hires depleted their substitute

teachet list. Fifty-nine percent'of the principals said they had

some trouble finding replacements in certain subject areas or

specialties; of these, 13 percent said that math positions and

specialists were difficult to replace.

When asked to compare CONUS and local hires, 67 percent of

the principals said there were no differences in their qualifica-

tions, while 23 percent said CONUS hires were better qualified,

and 8 percent said local hires were better qualified. But of

those who said there was a difference, 77 percent said the effect

was either none or not much. Thirty-eight percent of the

principals said CONUS hires were more experienced, 47 percent

said there was no difference in experience levels; and-2-percent

said local hires were more experienced. Principals were equally

split7on CONUS' and local hires' level of involvement in school

matters.
r".
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The data suggest that there is a general satisfaction among

principals with. both CONUS hires and local hires,.with slightly

more favorable ratings for the former. This result reflects

positively on the CONUS hiring system, especially since most

principals generally do not pick or even see their new teachers

until they arrive for their new assignments.

Out of the 684 surveyed teachers from the same schools as

the principal interviewees, 30 percent were local hires t21 per-

cent being DoD dependents, and 9 percent being other local

hires). Sixty-nine percent were CONUS hires, and the others were

substitutes or temporaries.

Handbook for Educators is an orientation booklet for new

teachers from the U.S. It provides detailed information to help

new teachers on traveling to and adjusting to their first assign-

ment. The procedures for hiring and processing new teat-':ors are

designed to ensure that teachers are in place for their new

tepachjtag assi7nments well before the opening of school. It some-

times happens thilt delayed hiring and inadequate handling result

in the after-school-opening arrival of new teachers, which causes

initial inconvenience for schools and teachers.

Interviewed CPOs were asked to rate the condition of (*NUS-

hired personnel folders upon arrival at the overseas post. The

mean rating was 2.8, 1 being poor condition, 5 being good condi-

tion. Approximately one -third of the CPOs said CONUS tires did

not arrive at an appropriate time for processing, and 57 percent

of the CPOs said that CONUS hires were not properly prepared

2 0 i
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,upon arrival.. Teachers were not fully informed of wh;..t to

expect regarding living abroad, the importance of such things as

ID cards in a military community, and the possibility of encoun-

tering delays in securing permanent housing. With regard to the

number of late arrivals at a given site, the range extended from

0 to 15 with a mean of 2.2 teachers. The most frequent sugges-

tion for improvement was to increase coordination and communica-

tion among all parties concerned.

Principals, when interviewed about their satisfaction with

CPO processing of new hires, were split with soMe leaning toward

the positive. Surveyed pri.ncipals were also asked abort the CP(

services. The mean principal rating for the quality of CPO pro-

cessing of CONUS hires was 2.21 the rating for local hires was

2.4. On a four-point scale a rating of two stood for "good" and

three stood for "fair." Therefore, surveyed principals also had

a slightly positive but basically neutral attitude towards the

CPO processing of hew hires. New teachers are aided by the per-

sona). assistance of experienced DoODS educators, which facili-

tates the adjustmont process.

STAFF DEVELOPMENT

This section reports findings on data related to the ongoing

appraisal and development of staff in OoDDS--policies, regula-

tions, procedures, practices and perceptions of performance

appraisal, feedback, instructional leadership, supervision, and

inservice.

7.6
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DoDDS has detailed regulations and procedures in place for

performance appraisal and inservice activities (see, for example*

"Performance Appraisal Regulations for Principals*" September

1981* and the " DoDDS In-Service'Education Program," original and

revised).

The qualiIty of teachers and instruction in DoDDS can be

assessed in several ways. Above averageachievment test results

on the SAT support a contention that quality teaching occurs in

DoDDS. However, the Negotiated Agreement between the Overseas

Education Association and Depaitment of Defense Dependents

Schools states that "student test results shall not be used in

any way to evaluate teachers."'

Both principals and parents give high ratings to DoDDS

teachers. In interviews, principals rated IS percent of their

teachers as truly outstanding and 45 percent as good, fora total

of 60 kercent in the top 2 categories. Five percent were rated

below average and 2 percent as extremely poor. Surveyed parents-

graded 18 percent of DoDDS teachers in their community with an A

and 40 percent with a 3 for a total of 58 percent in the top 2

grades. When asked about the teachers of their own children*

parents rated 79 percent in the top 2 categories. For both

community teachers and their own children's teachers, parents

gave failing grades to fewer than 1 percent and Ds to fewer than

5 percent.

Administrators also received good grades from parents. In

parent interviews* 48 percent gave administrators in schools of

7-7
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thtir children a grade of A and 23 percent a grade of IL for a

total of 71 percent in the top 2 grades. Surveyed parents were a

little less positive about school administrators in their com-

munity. Eighteen percent of the parents said they did not !now

what grade to give, and of those giving a grade, 17 percent gave

As and 40 percent gave 8s for a total of 57 percent in the top 2

grades.

Principals Vis-a-Vis Teacher Performance

In D000S, as in every system, the principal is designated to

play a key role in teacher performance, e.g., supervision,

instructional leadership, evaluation via performance appraisals.

and inservice. This present study provides data on how princi-

pals and teachers actually see themselves in these critical edu-

cational roles. These "perceptions have an important relationship

to how prinfq.pals and teachers actually function in these role4!.

Of the principals interviewed, 20 percent responded that

they saw instructional leadership as their main role, t ile 3

percent saw supervision as their main role. It is likely that

the principals who saw their main role as school manager

(approximately 50 percent) also consider instructional leadership

and/or supervision as an important role. This contention gains

support from principals' responses to the questions about time

spent in various roles. With regard to instructional leadership,

52 percent rated 117. as the first, second, or third role in terms

of actual time spent. Similarly, 54 percent rated supervision in

1 of the top 3 time slots.

...............1 mim be. wogs
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Almost 45 percent of the interviewed principals said they

spend from 27 to 50 percent of their time in instructional

supervision. Regarding time available for supervision, almost 75

percent said that such time was insufficient; 65 percent said

ideally they would like to spend 50 to 75 percent of their time

in supervision.

More than 100 principals responded to survey questions on

the topic of time allocated to various activities. Forty-five

percent of the principals repOrted spending more than 25 percent

of their time on educational management and organization

(scheduling, designing new instructional organization patterns,

pupil discipline, classroom management, personnel, etc.).

Thirty-eight percent spend more than 25 percent of their time on

curriculum and instructional leadership (observing classrooms,

supervising teaching, coordinating curriculum study, planning/

providing staff i.nservice. etc). Nearly 70 percent of the

surveyed principals indicated they should spend more time on

curriculum and instructional leadership, whereas, nearly half

felt they spent the right amount of time on management/organiza-

tion.

In summary, it is not surprising that surveyed and inter-

viewed principals report that they spend their time in similar

ways primarily school/educational management and instructional/

curriculum leadership. Significant numbers of principals felt

insufficient time is spent on observation, supervision, and

related instructional activities.

20o
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A 1981 national survey of principals* reported a similar

situation stateside. In terms of the amount of time spent on

major functions, elementary principals reported being able to

spend only 30 percent of their time on instructional leadership

activities, middle and junior high school teachers 25 percent.

and senior high school principals only 20 percent of their time

in this area. The bottom line of the situation stateside was

summarized as follows: "Today's principals are not, and cannot

be 'instructional leaders* in the conventional sense . . .

The PHD [Piled Higher and Deeper3 phenomenon continues while the

principal's responsibilities become more complex and more reac-

tive than proactive. As a result, innovative instructional

leadership is shelved and replaced by the realities of personal

survival and crisis management." Since this national survey

indicates that elementary and senior high school principals spend

only 10 percent of their time on instructional supervision, and

junior high school principals 25 percent of their time on super-

vision, principals in DODDS appear to be spending. on the

average, slightly more time in supervision and instructional

leadership than their stateside counterparts.

With regard to principal supervision, 20 percent of teachers

interviewed said they had no professional interaction with prin-

cipals in supervision; 22 percent reported they received informal

*Bruce Howell, "Profile of the Principalship." Educational
Leadership, January 1981, 38:4:333-336.



observations; 24 percent indicated that principals gave advice

and recommendations; and only 7 percent said they received

significant advice after observations. Thirty-six percent

mentioned that principal supervision was useful or very useful,

while 24 percent said it was not useful. When asked about their

satisfaction with policies on supervision, 37 percent of teachers

interviewed expressed satisfaction, 26 percent expressed

dissatisfaction, and 33 percent had no opinion.

In a parallel series of questions, over 600 surveyed

teachers also provided data on supervisory interactions with

their principals. Sixty-eight percent reported that principals

visit their classrooms twice a year or less. One half of the

teachers indicated that their principals do not work with them on

improving or expanding their teaching skills, and 35 percent said

this happens once or twice a year. According to surveyed

teachers, the most frequent principal-teacher interactions are on

the subject of management of instructional programs, school-level

curriculum development, and classroom management/pupil disci-

pline; however, about half the teachers say these types of inter-

actions occur only once a year or never. Demonstration and

information regarding new methods or materials reportedly occur

less frequently then the principal-teacher interactions just

described. When teachers were asked how important it is for

their principals to provide them with instructional/curriculum

direction, 65 percent responded somewhat or minimally important.

Twenty-seven percent said very important.
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Nearly 700 surveyed teachers were asked about the services,

provided by regional coordinators. Twenty-three percent of the

respondents indicated that these coordinators help them with

modification of materials, 14 percent receive consultation

regarding specific students, 14 percent receive advice on student

testing and evaluation, and 9 percent have had demonstration

lessons in their classrooms by regional coordinators.

Performance Appraisal

The performance appraisal system is designed as a systematic

method for evalUating teachers And providing qaality control

feedback, supervision, and inservice. When asked about the

performance appraisal system for teachers, 51 percent of the

principals interviewed said they had no problems with it while

46 percent said they did have problems. Of the latter, the most

often-mentioned problem was difficulty in writing standards in

measurable terms. When asked how the process might be improved,

answers were scattered, with the most frequent single answer

being a standardization of the process for all teachers.

Surveyed principals were asked to describe the accuracy of

the performance appraisals in measuring the performance of staff

at their schools using the following ratings: 1 - -very accurate; 2

--somewhat accurate, 3--neither accurate nor inaccurate; 4--some-

what inaccurate: and 5--very inaccurate. The mean rating given

by over 100 principals was 2.2, indicating that performance

appraisals are felt to be only slightly accurate. When asked to

rate the extent to which objectives in teachers' performance

7-12
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plans are measurable, the mean rating was 2.8 on a scale of 5 Cl

--to a very great extent: 5--not at all). This rating suggests

that principals have some problems measuring teachers'

objectives. Surveyed principals also reported that to some

extent they find the performance appraisal process. useful. for

informing them of individual inservice training needs.

Of teachers interviewed, almost 43 percent said performance

appraisals were accurate in measuring their performances but 31

percent maintained they were not accurate. Thirty percent of the

teachers indicated that performance appraisals did not help them

reach their objectives as teachers, although 18 percent said the

appraisals did help. Fifty-two percent had no opinion. Perform-

ance appraisals did not help with identifying inservice needs,

according to 58 percent of the teachers, 10 percent said the

appraisals did help, while 32 percent had no opinion. When asked

about the negative aspects of their jobs, 10 percent of the

teachers interviewed rated performance appraisal as the number 1

negative aspect.

Policy statements indicate that inservice training is a high

priority in DoDDS. An annual survey of inservice needs, coordi-

nated at the regional level, is a requirement. Of the principals

interviewed, 41 percent said they determine inservice needs by

way of a survey; however, responses from both interviewed prin-

cipals and teachers indicate that direct communication between

teachers and principals is the dominant mode for determining

inservice needs. Fifty-four percent of principals said that

u I c
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local inservice needs were teacher generated, and 66 percent of

teachers said that they communicate personal inservice needs to

their principals directly, either face to face or by phone.

DoODS has drafted and will field test, during school year

1983-84, a data-based staff development system designed to

identify specific individual needs related to teaching assign-

ments.

A large majority of teachers said they were involved with

inservice activities sponsored by ODS (40 percent) or region (64

percent) and university courses (42 percent). Of those respond-

ing to questions regarding the quality of inservice, a large

majority rated inservice as beneficial, with high ratings being

given to ODS workshops and university courses. Regional work-

shops were rated as beneficial by 56 percent of the teachers and

not beneficial by 18 percent. When asked about policies on staff

development, 24 percent of teachers interviewed expressed satis-

faction, 28 percent dissatisfacation, and 42 percent neither.

Teachers and specialists had a difficult time determining whether

an inservice was offered under the auspices of ODS, the region,

or local personnel.

Surveyed teachers were asked to rate the range of staff

development opportunities available to them through DoDDS on a

scale of 1 to 5, 1 being poor and 5 being excellent. The mean

rating given by over 650 teachers was 2.5, indicating a somewhat

negative opinion about the range of opportunities. The mean

rating for Quality of staff development opportunities was 2.6 on

the same scale, also a less than positive score.
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Teachers were also surveyed about their specific inservice

needs. According to approximately 600 teachers, the 5 areas of

highest need are new methods, new materials, computer science,

talented and gifted, and individual problems. The five areas of

lowest need are music, art, math, Compensatory Education, and

ESL. Overall, teachers reported their inservice needs to be

moderate, a three on a scale of five.

Interestingly enough, surveyed principals identified very

similar high and low inservice needs for their teachers. The

only differences were the inclusion of program management as a

high need, replacing dealing with individual problems: and the

inclusion of reading and writing as low needs, replacing Compen-

satory Education and ESL. Overall, principals rated their

teachers' inservice needs as slightly higher than the teachers

rated their own needs.

When specialists were interviewed regarding their need for

additional training to better serve the children assigned to

them, nearly 75 percent of the 61 interviewees said they needed

more training. Specifically, 33 percent required an update on

instructional practices/techniques, 25 percent needed informa-

tion on current/recent research in their specialty areas, and 21

percent Anted testing/assessment/evaluation information.

Specialists were also asked if teachers needed inservice

training in their specialty areas, and 79 percent said yes.

Specifically, 35 percent of the interviewed specialists believe

educators need information about their programs or services
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(scope and goals), 28 percent believe teaching /instructioial

techniques ere needed, and 26 percent said educators need

information about the nature of the specific disability/abil;.ty

with which the specialist deals.

When principals were asked to evaluate possible ways for

improving teachers' skills, summer training in the states

received the highest mean rating (3.9 on a 5-point scale, 5 being*

very goad and 1 being poor). The following were given ratings of

3.3 to 3.7: DoODS-sponsored inservice, courses or training

overseas, supervision Ind evaluation of teachers, and help from

peers or master teachers.

In regard to their own professional development, 97 percent

of 116 responding surveyed principals reported attending a

regional meeting for school level administrators in the last 2

years. Half of the principals had attended a stateside conven-

tion in the past two years. Principals rated both these types of

meetings as valuable. Only 5 percent of the surveyed principals

reported not reading a professional journal regularly.

As to the most negative aspects of their jobs, the top-ratad

item was lack of opportunity for further education (as differ-

entiated from lack of inservice opportunities, which was a

separate item). Forty-three percent rated lack of educational

opportunity as either the first, second, or third most negative

aspect of their jobs (only 24 percent rated lack of inservice in

the top 3 negative aspects). This finding is expected because

DODDS schools are located throughout the world and removed from

7-16
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the usual opportunities that allow teachers to easily pursue

further training through evening and weekend studies at nearby

universities.

RECERTIFICATION AND TRANSFERS

Data from the teacher survey indicate that nearly 80 percent

of teachers are satisfied or very satisfied with their overall

DoDDS experience, and 77 percent are satisfied or very satisfied

with their current position. Nearly 80 percent of principals

reported that in the year prior to the study, no teachers or

specialists left before they completed their minim= tour of

duty.

Thirty-one percent of the teachers interviewed rated living

and teaching abroad as the number one element in job satisfac-

tion. When the number 2 and number 3 ratings for living and

teaching abroad are added, the cumulative percentage rise to 77

percent. There is little wonder then that the opportunity to

transfer among sites abroad is an important element in teacher

satisfaction. DoDDS has a specific set of regulations governing

transfers in which seniority and service in hardship sites, when

balanced with school system needs, are taken into account. Staff

in desirable locations generally elect to remain; therefore,

openings to accommodate transfer requests may not be available.

When asked about how transfer policies affected them, 15

percent of teachers interviewed said policies have a negative

effect on morale, 21 percent stated that transfers were difficult

to get, and 46 percent indicated they were not affected at all.

. 1.
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But when asked about transfer policies aensss regions, 35 per-

cent said they were very dissatisfied, and 16 percent maintained

they were dissatisfied, yielding a cumulative dissatisfaction

rating of 51 percent. Only 7 percent said they were satisfied or

very satisfied. The major reason teachers gave for their dissat-

isfaction was the difficulty getting a transfer. However, when

teachers were asked if they currently wanted to transfer, 60

percent said no and 33 percent said yes. It appears t'.at trans-

fer policy dissatisfiction is greater than actual transfer

dissatisfaction, although the latter is not triiial.

In light of teachers' sentiments about transferring and

transfer policies, the length of time teachers have been in their

present schools and regions should be 0.0nsidered. Fifty-five

percent of the more than 675 surveyed teachers had been in their

present region 5 years or less, and 11 percent were in their

first year. Thirty-three percent had spent 6 to 15 years in the

same region, 11 percent 16 to 25 years, and 1 percent wre than

25 years.

Of principals interviewed, 69 percent said either they had

no problems with inter-regional or intro- regional transfers or

they made no response about problems. When askr1 about the

factors that influence transfer assignments for teachers, the top

three factors given by principals were ztudent and personnel

population shifts, the point system, and special talents.

Surveyed principals were asked how long they believed

teachers should stay in one school. Out of the 110 principals
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responding, none said 1 or 2 years. Sixty-six percent responded

3 to 5 years, 12 percent 6 to 10 years, and 22 percent selected

"unlimited" as a response.

When asked how teachers would respond to a policy of

mandatory reassignment across schools, principals reported that

teacher morale. would be affected only somewhat negatively.

However, according to principals, the effect of such a policy on

level of teacher performance and community relations would be

neutral to somewhat positive. The process of educational renewal

and change would be affected positively by such a policy, but not

strongly.

In terms of principals themselves, 59 percent of those sur-

veyed reported that 3 to 5 years is the optimum time in 1 school.

Seventeen percent responded 6 to 10 years, 24 percent "unlim-

ited," and nobody said 1 to 2 years. Seventeen percent of those

principals had been in their schools 1 year or less, 51 percent 2

to 5 years, 19 percent 6 to 30 years, and 12 percent more than 10

years.

DoDDS has regulations for a recertification program that

requires all educators to meet recertification standards every

six years. According to principals interviewed, 85 percent were

of the opinion that reeertif:cation responsibility had been

delegated to them, and 65 percent felt qualified to handle the

responsibility. Twenty percent expressed a need for training in

recertification, and 18 percent expressed a moderate or great

need. Eighty-five percent of the principals said that DoDDS
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should have its own recertification requirements, with 28 percent

basing this on the uniqueness of DoDOS. Twenty percent expressed

the complementary need for continuity of standards with stateside

requirements. Only one respondent said there should be no

recertification for principals.

Sixty-four percent of the principals said that the grade/

class classification of DoODS principals was very inequitable.

Currently, classification is based on three weighted factors:

student load, variety and complexity of instructional activity,

and level of responsibility. Among the criteria suggested by

principals for classification are size of school (i.e., student

lbadS6 percent), experience (46 percent), academic credentials

(or currentness-38 percent), and performance (38 percent).

Apart from concerns about possible favoritism/cronyism in

selection and promotion, res;:ondents may have been questioning

the designation of some small school principalships for GS-13

ratings, while a number of large schools have received GS -12

ratings.

Principals' Classification by School Size

School Size CL-II CL-III GS-11 05-12 GS-13

1-125 2 18 10 5 0

126-300 1 4 8 25 1

301-500 0 0 2 41 1

501-1000 0 0 0 64 25

>1000 0 0 0 7 21

k:
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cONCLCIXONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Policies and Practices for Obtaining Quality Staff

The first set of issues examined in connection with the

quality of educational staff embrace all those policies, prac-

tices, and perceptions associated with obtaining and assigning

such staff. It is clear that to ensure quality instructional,

administrative, and support staff, DODOS, like any school system,

must have in place an adequate set of professional standards for

eftc.ational staff and apply these standards in an effective man-

ner. As noted above, DoDDS has formml certification standards

for all educational personnel comparable to stateside standards.

In addition, data from this study indicate that teaching staff

have respectable levels of experience and education.

It might be argued that the generally unspecified 18 credit

hours of professional teacher education required of prospective

teachers could be sharpened by the introduction and periodic

review of specific studies in essential pedagogical topics and

contemporary special demand areas (e.g., reading, human develop-

ment, computer literacy, handicapping conditions). On the other

hand, these general requirements give DoODS reasonable flexibi-

lity in hiring and do not burden well-qualified candidates with

narrow requirements. In addition, the general requirements in

professional teacher education are complemented by other require-

ments that strengthen quality standards, such as specificity of

studies for various grade levels and subject areas, and the

requirement that professional educational studies and student
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teaching must be in an approved program, a requirement at

raises the likelihood of adeqaate pedagogical preparation.

The regulation requiring that positions be filled first by

transfers, second by local. hires, and only then by COWS hires,

appears, according to the judgment of principals, to have minimal.

negative effects on teacher quality. The data indicate that

principals overall have a slightly higher opinion a the pratess

sional qualifications of CONUS hires and believe them to be more

experienced. In addition, principals are concerned that local

hiring depletes the list of substitute teachers. This result is

expected since local hiring draws from a much smaller pool of

applicants. It is true that regulations stating that profes-

sional standards cannot be waived for lacal hires, except in

emergency situations and for a limited period of time, ensure the

hiring of at lttst minimally qualified persons. however, the

initial rest.r1ctions on the applicant. pool (including a prefer-

ence for dependents) does not allow for choosing the "best" among

many qualified applicants. This limitation of the local hire

preference must be weighed against the cost of a more open hiring

system. It can also be asked, in view of principals' general

satisfaction with local hires, whether significant additional

educational benefits would be gained by more open hiring,

especially when weighed against potential costs. It should be

no..ed that data from this study indicate that 30 percent of the

present full-time teachers are local. hires.

7-1.2218
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The data indicate that the CONUS hiring system is generally

effective in obtaining qualified teachers, especially as rammed by

principals. Given the immense geographical distribution of

schools and the importance that principals place upon their

involvement in hiring teachers, it is no small achievement that

CONUS hires are not only qualified but also generally meet the

expectation of principals to whose schools they are assigned. It

is to DoDDS' benefit to continue to support and strengthen the

CONUS hiring procedures, practices, and schedule for the

effective involvement of and communication among key actors in

obtaining high quality new staff.

Responses by both CPOs and principals suggest problems in

the overseas processing of new hires. DoDDS provides fairly'

complete general orientation information for new hires; however,

it would be beneficial if more specific orientation information

en each locale were also available. With regard to overseas

processing of new hires, the rather widespread dissatisfaction by

CPOs with CONUS folders and the preparation of CONUS-hires sug-

gests that continued attention to these details is in order.

Also, communication between CPOs and appropriate ODS officials

regarding new hires should be examined. Some dissatisfaction by

principals with CPO processing also supports the suggestion that

the chain of processing events leading to a new assignment

requires attention from beginning to end.

An interesting alternative to DoDDS' current recruitment

stragegy exists in the Canadian Armed Forces schools. To staff
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their overseas schools, the Department of National Defence EDND]

depends upon the assistance and cooperation of Canadian school

boards that are willing to nominate interested members of their

staff as candidates to enter into a tripartite loan-of-service

agreement with DND if they are selected for assignment. Selected

candidates serve for an initial period of two years, during which

time, for all intents and purposes, they remain employees of the

sponsoring board. The board continues to pay basic salary and

associated benefits and bills DND monthly for reimbursement.

Staff members are reinstated with the board on termination of the

loan-of-service. During this past year over 2,000 applications

were received from Canadian teachers and administrators for the

approximately 150 advertised vacancies. In contrast to DoDDS'

current practice, all interviewing and selection of teachers is

done by phone; only principals and supervisors are interviewed

face to face.

DoODS should consider experimenting on a small scale with

this alternative recruiting/staffing mechanism. Apart from the

obvious benefit of enlisting personnel with new ideas anl per-

spectives into the system, we believe that the relationships

formed between these recruits and DoDDS teachers during their

brief overseas tenure would enhance the possibilities for current

DoDDS teachers to rotate to teaching positions back in the United

States.

The effect of this policy, if eventually expanded to include

all CONUS hiring, would be to reduce "tenuring in" among DoDDS
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teachers and administrators, create additional inter- and intra-

regional transfer opportunities, and facilitate eventual re-entry

of DoDDS personnel to available positions in the United States.

Staff Development

The second set of issues examined in connection with the

quality of educational staff was the evaluation and professional

development of DoDDS staff. A first basic question here is, "How

are DoDDS teachers rated by principals and parents?" The answer

is that teachers received very good ratings by both groups.

Since principals play the key role in teacher evaluation, super-

vision, and instructional leadership, their ratings of teachers

must be weighed seriously. The opinions of parents are important

as a measure of satisfaction with the education that their chil-

dren are receiving and the amount of support they are likely to

give the schools. The strongly favorable ratings given to

teachers by both principals and parents .speak to the generally

good education offered in DoDDS.

On the other hand, it cannot be overlooked that a few

teachers were rated as below average or even failing. While it

is inappropriate to make a judgment about the total DoDDS system

from these few cases, the fact that these very poorly rated

teachers may be adversly affecting the education of a number of

children must be addressed. The identification and remediation

or dismissal of sick teachers deserve attention.

A second basic question with regard to staff appraisal

and development is(14ow well do principals function in their
.4 .4
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critical roles as instructional leaders, supervisors, and

evaluators?" The data in this study strcngly suggest that DoDDS

principals, like other principals, consider themselves as overall

school managers with many and diverse demands on their time.

This professional self-perception is in line with the complexity

of most modern schools. This reality certainly must be taken

into account when considering the role of principals as instruc-

tional leaders. However, the multifaceted role of the principal,

with its many demands, should not be used as an argument to

slight the principal's role as an instructional leader. Instruc-

tional leadership and supervisicn, in conjunction with teacher

appraisal and feedback, are key principal roles related directly

to the main task of the schools, namely, delivery of quality'

education.

While most principals do rate manager as their main role,

there is considerable support for the importance of the roles of

instructional leader and supervisor. Not only do principals rate

these roles as important, they also indicate that they devote a

considerable amount of time to them and would like to devote

more. Given the level of support for and investment in these

instructional support roles, it would be reasonable for DoDDS to

build on this interest with increased training for principals.

Effective functioning in these roles is a critical aspect of the

overall managerial leadership that principals must provide in

their schools.
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This recommendation for principal training is further

supported by the far less positive assessment that teachers gave

principals for supervision and instructional support. These

ratings by teachers suggest a gap between what DoDDS (and its

principals) desire in instructional leadership and supervision

and what is actually happening. Another finding that suggests

such a gap is that when asked what DoDDS could do to help

principals become more effective supervisors, 49 percent said

they wanted more time for supervision and less for administrative

work, and 24 percent asked for more training.

The DoDDS principal's role as an evaluator of teachers is

guided by the relatively new performance appraisal system.

Reevaluation of professionals is not easy under any circum-

stances. Given the complexities and subtleties of teaching and

related educational tasks, the difficulties of specifying stan-

dards of measurement, and the relative newness of the performance

appraisal system in DoDDS, there is little wonder that the find-

ings reflect mixed results thus far with the system. /t would be

inappropriate at this point to interpret these results as support

for radical changes in the system. On the contrary, it can be

argued that the system itself represents a major step toward

formalizing and strengthening evaluation and feedback. What the

results do indicate is that the system requires sustained and

joint attention by principals and teachers. With a substantial

number of principals indicating they had problems with the system

and an equally substantial number of teachers reporting that the
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system was not helpful or resulted in inaccurate ratings, it is

recommended that DoDDS take organized action to improve the

understanding, acceptance, and operation of the system.

A third basic question about the development of quality

staff is, "How effe.:Itively does the DODOS inservice system work?"

As noted above, inservice is a high priority policy matter in

DoDDS. While it is not clear that formal procedures for an

annual survey of inservice needs are fully operational or

effective in all regions, it does appear that alarge majority of

teachers are participating in some form of inservice, and many of

the participants considered inservice experiences as beneficial.

However, a fairly substantial n=abe: of teachers who expressed

dissatisfaction with DoDDS policies on inservice (28 percent as

contrasted with la percent who said regional inservice workshops

were actually not beneficial) and negative opinions about the

range and quality of inservice opportunities indicate that staff

inservice training in awns should be examined ciwely. Teachers

may be expressing a desire for a clearer and/or more definitive

role in specifying inservice experiences.

The inservice needs assessment incorporated into the teacher

and principal surveys resulted in some fairly specific informa-

tion regarding teachers' self-perceived needs and principals'

perceptions of teachers' needs. As mentioned previously, both

teachers and principals identified the following as areas of high

inservice need: new methods, new materials, computer science, and
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Talented and Gifted. In light of this concurrence, D0DDS might

seriously consider inservice opportunities In these areas.

The 1981 report by the Department of Education on D0DDS

indicated the existence of key problem areas with inservice

education that stem primarily from the geographic dispersion of

D0DDS and from funding difficulties:

Lack of clear budgeting for inservice needs and a
policy to commit '.tnds as budgeted

Severe limitations on travel and per diem

Remoteness of some overseas staff and duty stations from
college and university training opportunities

Problems with staff turnover

Key problem areas remain. Interviews and case studies done on

the school and regional level indicate the existence of more'

subtle difficulties in assessing current inservice practice.

Some inservice which received high ratings from staff had little

or nothing to do with enhancing staff understanding and skills of

the educational program, e.g., CPR (cardiopulmonary resuscita-

tion). Ratings were at times very low ("a total waste of time")

for important inservice areas like dealing with handicapped

children. The lack of travel funds prevents regional coordina-

tors from acting as in-house consultants for local staffs,

although many of the teaching staff questioned the qualifications

of regional curriculum coordinators to act in such a capacity.

Another problem area, that of thR equitable availability of

inservice training, was subject to problems which included both

ODS and the region offering essentially the same inservice, but
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if a teacher was lucky enough to attend the ODS inservice, all of

their expenses were paid. If the teachers attended the

regionally sponsored inservice, they had to pay their own travel

and expenses.

The surveys of inservice needs are used to help pinpoint

areas of concern for staff development activities. Case study

interviews brought up two caveats which should be noted in

relation to the way this information is used:

Once priorities are set, budget restrictions severely
limited the provision of inservice training: only the
very few topics at the top of the list, and those which
coincide with inservice training associated with the
five-year curriculum development cycle, are addressed.

When new and complex programs are introduced (Special
Education, Compensatory Education, ESL Education,
Gifted and Talermed Education, etc.) with which teach-
ers and principals have had no previous training or
experience, and there is no detailed written informa-
tion available from ODS and/or the Regional Office,
staff on the local level may not know enough to know
when they need specific types of training.

Specialists as a group expressed a desire for more training

themselves and for teachers in their schools. The most important

training teachers need, according to specialists, is information

about the specialty programs--their scope and goals. Per$taps

specialists could provide short inservice yearly for the schools

they serve on the nature of their programs and specialties.

DODOS has developed a School Improvement Program CSIP] which

will be piloted during school year 1983-84 in two elementary

schools and one high school. The SIP design calls for goal set-

ting and staff development in the areas of school and classroom
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climate, as well as in the instructional program. If successful*

this program will more accurately identify and provide for inser-

vice needs.

In order to pinpoint inservice needs and to validate inser-

vice training DoDDS currently is implementing a system of per-
:

formance-based evaluation based on classroom observation of the

teacher by the principals; data obtained from the appraisals will

be used in determining inservice needs.

Related to inservice is the finding that the lack of oppor-

tunity for further education (as differentiated from lack of

inservice opportunities) was the teachers' top-rated negative job

aspect. This finding leads logically to the recommendation that

DoDDS s'aould explore addktional ways to offer more university

course npportunitiel, to their teachers, both overseas and in the

Znited States.

As discussed previously, the data suggest that principals

could benefit from training designed to enhance their instruc-

tional support roles. However, principals do seem to have

adequate opportunities to exchange ideas with their peers at

regional and stateside meetings, and an overwhelming percentage

of principals read aprofessional journal regularly, which

presumably keeps them abreast of current issues in administra-

tion.

Recertification and Transfers

The third set of issues deals with maintaining quality

educators throu$1; recertification, appropriate transfers, and
. .
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related job satisfaction. Recertification is an issue directly

related to maintaining updated professional standa'7ds in DoDDS.

Transfer policies and practices also relate to continuing quality

among and within regions and also have an important bearing on

job satisfaction. This latter issue of transfer and job satis-

faction iS clearly reflected in the findings reported previously.

It appears that most teacher dissatisfaction related to transfers

are due to a perception that transfers are difficult to get, not

with the transfers themselves. Both teachers who presently want

to transfer (approximately one-third), and those who do not,

perceive transfers as unattainable. Since DoDDS policy rightly

gives priority to system needs in the matter of transfer, while

secondarily attempting to accommodate the requests and peroga-

tives of teachers, it is unlikely that a perfect accommodation is

possible. It appears that dissatisfaction with the transfer

system may come at the point where school syStelit requirements

conflict with individual desires. since 68 percent of teachers

have been in their schools and 55 percent in their regions 5

years or less. Given a situation such as this, it is necessary

that administrative leaders talk to teachers about all factors

related to transfer.

An attempt should be made to have teachers accept a share of

responsibility in the problems, as well as the advantages, of

transfer policy and practice.

Recertification is a relatively new process in DoDDS.

Since the recertification standards are an important quality
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control measwe taken by DoDDS and deserve to be continued, open

and timely dialogue among administrative leaders and teachers on

the issue is required to prevent misundarstandings and/or

tension.

In regards to principal classification, a strong majority of

the principals believe that implementation of the present system

is inequitable. Principals talked about the "old boy/girl"

network being more important than nature or length of principal

experience. The data indicate that the procedures for classi-

fying and re-classifying principals should be carefully examined

in the near future.

The overall picture in the staff and staff development area

is one of substantial and broad strength, with some special need

to continue strengthening the instructional leadership role of

principals, the performance appraisal system, and the recertifi-

cation process, with additional general attenti,an to auminis-

trative leadership in effective communication with teachers on

special areas such as inservice, continuing education, and trans-

fers.
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CHAPTERS

THE PHYSICAL ASSETS OF DoDDS

INTRODUCTION

This section of the report addresses the physical aspects of

the school system. the facilities, the manner in which they are

built and maintained, and the supplies and equipment that go into

the building for daily use in the educational program. The

physical plant currently supporting the school system is first

reviewed from the perspective of independent evaluators, school

staff, students, and parents. What these data indicate are an

aging plant with accompanying heavy demands for maintenance and

repair. The second major section in the chapter analyzes the

major construction program that DoDDS instituted in the 1979

fiscal year to modernize and upgrade the school facilities. This

is followed by a review of the minor construction, maintenance,

and repair program as it is operating at the local level with the

support of the military services. The final aspect of the sys-

tem's physical assets studied is that of supplies and equipment.

This chapter ends with a summary and recommendations pertaining

to operation of these programs.

CONDITION OF THE DoDDS INFRASTRUCTURE

DoDDS offers some showcase facilities, possibly best exem-

plified by Zama High School in Japan, designed under the auspices

of the Army Corps of Engineers and recipient of the American

Institute of Architectsip,901 National Architect Award of Merit.

.,...
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Recent Nth evaluation teams visiting newly constructed schools

report finding exciting facilities for young people. On the

other hand, there is the school permeated by the odors of the

nearby pig farm, the school with lavatories separate from the

main building, and the five-story warehouse converted to school

purposes.

When DoDDS was established in 1978, it took responsibility

for a school plant that had previously been in the purview of the

military services. Data collected shortly after the transfer

trldicate that among the schools in the representative sample, 57

percent of the rooms in these buildings were built in the 1950s

or earlier. New construction in the 1960s contributed to the 13

percent of the structures' being 2 decades old. During the 1970s

further military-sponsored construction accounted for the 30

percent of the physical plant facilities that were an average of

10 years old. Exhibit 8-1 provides a detailed breakdown of the

overall age of the rooms in DoDDS facilities shortly after the

transfer.

At the time of data collection one building that represented

5 percent of the rooms built in the 1950 to 1959 period had been

totally replaced. Three buildings in the representative sample

had received authorization for major construction projects, and

an additional six schools were involved in planning for major

construction. Upon completion of all 4 projects, 10 percent of

the student capacity of the schools in the sample will be in

facilities built since 1979.

(
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YEAR OF
CONSTRUCTION ALL ROOMS

PURPOSE OF ROOM

EDUCATIONAL AUXILIARE

Pre-1940 3% 2% 4%

1940-49 2% 21 3%

1950-59 52% 50% 55%

1960-69 131 151 11%

1970-79 301 31% 27%

EXHIBIT 8-1

YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION OF ROOMS IN SCHOOL FACILITIES WHEN
TRANSFERRED FROM MILITARY SERVICES TO DODDS

c I.,
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Tours of school facilities planned by those in the field can

result in nonjured images of a system comprised of Butler build-

ings. converted stables, and warehouses. The 1980 data for the

representative sites provide evidence of the presence of these

facilities: however, they are the exception (Exhibit 8-2). In

1980, prefabricated structures housed 9 percent of all DoDDS

rooms, with more than half of these being prefabricated struc-

tures designed for use as school buildings. Adjusting these data

for completed new construction, the proportion of the buildings

that are prefabricated has been reduced by DoDDS to 7 percent.

DoDDS does have its fair share of converted structures, with 2

out of every 10 rooms housed in a building designed for a purpose

other than that of a school.

The facilities visited are located on sites ranging in size

from 1 to 35 acres, with a median acreage of 4. Exhibit 8-3

provides a comparison of average stateside acreage requirements

for school sites amonn the 38 states having such requirements

with actual mean site size among DoDDS schools in the represen-

tative sample. The means suggest that DoDDS compares favorably

at the elementary level. However, a few schools on particularly

large sites account for this. Less than 20 percent of DoDDS

schools at all lr'els are on sites of the size recommended for

stateside facilities. Data are not available that would allow a

comparison with currently occupied stateside schools, nor is the

number of stateside construction projects having received waivers

from acreage requirements known.
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ALL ROOMS

PURPOSE OF ROOM

EDUCATIONAL AUXILIARY

School Design 83t 84% 81%

Masonry/Wood 78% 78% 79%

Prefab 5% 7% 2%

Other Design 17% 16% 19%

Masonry/Wood 13% 12% 14%

Prefab 4% 3% 5%

EXHIBIT 8-2

DISTRIBUTION OF ROOMS IN DoDDS SCHOOL FACILITIES WHEN
TRANSFERRED FROM MILITARY SERVICES

BY TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION
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MEAN ACRES PER SITE

PERCENT OF
DOORS SCHOOLS
BELOW STATE-

STATESIDE
MINIMUM

DODDS
SAMPLE

SCHOOL LEVEL REQUIREMENT* ACTUAL** SIDE AVERAGE

Elementary 7 7 76%

Junior High/Middle 16 9 80%

High School 23 11 75%

*Source: "State Requirements Survey for SChool Construction
K-12, 1981." State Requirements Survey Task Force, American
Institute of Architects.

**Source: DoODS 1980 Survey of School Facilities, representa-
tive sample sites.

EXHIBIT 8-3

COMPARISON OF ACREAGE REQUIREMENTS FOR
STATESIDE AND DODOS SCHOOL SITES
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The location of schools on small sites is not a matter of

policy. DoDDS' current guidelines recommend acreage that com-

pares well with stateside acreage. However, siting of facili-

ties, addressed later in this report, is one of the major

obstacles encountered in construction programs.

Overall, the data suggest DoDDS is not making maximum use of

the space available, In the fall of the 1981-82 school year,

enrollment at the representative sites was at 84 percent of capa-

city. However, 3 out of 10 schools had enrollments exceeding

capaCity, on average by 30 percent. All but one of these over-

utilized facilities had been built in the 19nOs or earlier. One

third of these have since received authorization to proceed with

major construction. Generalizing from these data, slightly more

than 1 out of every 10 schools is aged and overcrowded yet not

authorized to engage in major construction. This suggests a need

for a continuing aggressive major construction program.

Ratings of the School Facilities

Data collectors were requested to rate various aspects of

the school plants they visited. Given the few days they spent on

site, only th". most obvious features of the buildings were rated.

What does result is a cursory description of the facilities. The

reports are generally favorable and are corroborated by reports

from the principals and teachers who are familiar with the

facilities, At a number of the sites visited, data collectors

found rating difficult, since different parts of the facility

were constructed at different times and represented extremes on

the scale.
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The grounds of the schools, tended under support agreements

with the military, are well cared for at 8 out of 10 sites. The

exterior of buildings also provides a positive impression over-

all. Only one-quarter of the sites were reported to evidence

some decay, and none were rated as dilapidated. On the inside,

the building floors were reported to be clean and the walls and

ceilings in good condition. Exhibit 8-4 summarizes selected

aspects of the ratings of school facilities as reported by data

collectors.

Perspective of Those in the Schools Daily

The opinions of principals, teachers, and students in grades

3 through 12 were requested regarding the physical condition of

specific aspects of their schools' physical plant (Exhibit 8-5).

Overall the ratings were on the satisfactory side (above 2.5) of

a four-point scale, and three-quarters of those asked rated their

schools favorably or equally with stateside schools they have

known. Teachers proved to be harder raters of the facilities

than school principals. Students were less positive than

teachers when asked about their own classrooms and more positive

regarding other features of the school.

Principals and teachers were most positive about the physi-

cal condition of the classrooms, giving these rooms a higher

rating than other attributes of the school plant. On a scale

Where 2.5 would be the mean, exactly halfway between very satis-

factory and very unsatisfactory, principals rated the facilities

highest with a mean score of 3.0. Teachers and students were in



CONDITIONS PERCENT OF SCHOOLS

Grounds

Attractive and Well Tended 48%
Unattractive but Well Tended 32%
Attractive but Unkempt 16%
Unattractive and Unkempt 3%

Building Exterior

Like New 10%
Good Condition 67%
Some Decay 23%
Dilapidated 0%

Hallway Floors

Like New 18%
Good Condition 53%
Moderately Deteriorated 24%
Badly Deteriorated 3%
Extreme Variation 3%

Hallway Walls & Ceiling

Like New 15%
',load Condition 59%
Moderately Deteriorated 23%
Badly Deteriorated 0%
Extreme Variation 3%

EXHIBIT _-4

RATINGS OF THE PHYSICAL PLANT

PA;
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PRINCIPALS

Classrooms 3.0

Gymnasium 2.6

Lounges 2.7

Playing Fields 2.3

Heating/Cooling N.A.

Science Labs N.A.

Nurse's Room 2.4

TEACHERS
GRADE 5-12
STUDENTS

2.9 2.9

2.3 3.1

2.3 N.A.

2.2 2.8

2.4 2.0

2.2 3.1

2.6 3.0

EXHIBIT 8-5

COMPARISON OF MEAN RATINGS FOR
SELECTED COMPONENTS OF THE SCHOOL PLANT
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general agreement that classrooms are in satisfactory condition,

rating them 2.9.

Principals are most critical of the school playgrounds and

playing fields, as are teachers. Both types of respondents rated

them unsatisfactory with median scores of 2.3 and 2.2. Stu-

dents, on the other hand, are satisfied with the playing fields

and playgrounds, rating the heating and cooling systems lower.

The data indicate significant variation in the physical

facilities across Doi= regions. Teachers report their class-

rooms are in excellent condition in Panama but just acceptable in

the Mediterranean (Exhibit 8-6). There is virtually no complaint

with the heating and cooling systems of schools in Panama, while

in three regions (the Atlantic, Mediterranean, and Pacific) sys-

tems are rated on the negative side of a four-point scale. In

all regions, playing fields and playgrounds are rated on the

negative side of the scale.

The schools overall are reported to be in safe condition

with no known hazardous conditions at 68 percent of all schools.

At the time of data collection, 15 percent of the principals

reported a hazardous condition had recently developed that was

awaiting correction. As overall percentages these are on the

generally positive side: however, lb percent of the schools in

the system experience a continuous or recurring hazardous con-

dition that has yet to be properly tended. For these situations,

concern must be expressed and repair and maintenance services

questioned.
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CLASSROOMS

MEAN SCORE

PLAYING FIELDS/
GROUNDS

HEATING &
COOLING

Germany-North 3.0 2.5 2.1

Germany-South 3.0 2.6 2.3

Mediterranean 2.7 2.0 2.0

Atlantic 3.2 1.9 2.4

Pacific 2.8 2.3 2.3

Panama 3.4 3.1 2.3

EXHIBIT 8-6

TEACHERS' RATINGS OF ASPECTS OF
THE PHYSICAL PLANT BY REGION

8-12
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Perspectives of DoDDS Principals

Fully one - quarter of school principals believe their build-

ings and the classrooms, hallways, offices, and gymnasiums in

these buildings are in excellent physical condition. However,

another quarter of the principals rated the buildings on the

negative side, and one-quarter reported their gymnasiums to rate

at the very lowest end of the scale (Exhibit 8-7). The aspects

of the physical plant of which principals were most often criti-

cal were the playing fields and playgrounds, the nurse's (health)

room, and the area designated for storage of supplies. In each

of these areas more than half of the school principals believe

their facilities rate as only fair to poor. Media Resources

Centers or libraries are apparently one of the stroqger point's in

the schools. These focal points of educational activities were

reported to be excellent by 4 out of 10 principals and good by an

additional 4 out of 10 principals. The aspects of the physical

plam. most crir.icized by principals were the playing fields and

playgrzunds the nwrse's (health) room, and the area designated

for storeiN of supplies. In these categories more than half of

the school principals believe their facilities rate as only fair

to poor.

Conversations with representatives of the military communi-

ties within DODDS oftentimes lead to discussions of the impor-

tance of the schools to community life. Sports programs, parti-

cularly at the high school level, can play a critical role in the

morale of these American communities abroad. Many commanders
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EXCELLENT GOOD FAIR POOR

Buildings 26% 46% 22% 6%

Classrooms 24% 53% 19% 7%

Media RePource Center/
Library 39% 38% 17% 6%

Gymnasium 24% 32% 19% 25%

Playing Field/Playgroun 10% 34% 35% 21%

Health Room 13% 371 31% 19%

Hallways 25% 52% 14% 8%

Offices 29% 45% 21% 5%

Staff Lounges 15% 48% 23% 14%

Supplies Storage Room 9% 30% 33% 29%

Records Storage Area 10% 41% 33% 16%

EXHIBIT 8-7

PRINCIPALS' RATINGS OF THE PHYSICAL
CONDITION OF THE SCHOOL PLANT
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look to the schools when considering how to improve and offer a

good quality of life. The physical facilities of the schools at

many sites fall short of expectations with even their own princi-

pals finding them to be less than satisfactory. Many schools

depend on the military for gymnasiums and playing fields.

The Perspectives of Teachers

Teachers were asked to rate the physical condition of vari-

ous rooms and structures within the school plant with partic-

ular attention given to their own classrooms. Seven out of 10

teachers reported that their classroom spaces were either excel-

lent or good (Sxhibit 8-8). Ratings of the condition of furni-

ture in these classrooms followed the same general pattern as

those for the classroom space itself.

Ratings given to ventilation and heating/cooling are par-

ticularly worth noting since these have implications for the

health of the students and school staff. in the area of venti-

lation, 6 out of 10 (61 percent) teachers reported it to be

excellent to good; every fourth taacher (39 percent) reported it

to be fair to poor. While this percentage not particularly

different from the 35 percent of teachers finding the furniture

tobe in fair to poor shape, ventilation systems have health

implications, as do heating and cooling systems. whereas

furniture is a matter of quality of life. Teachers were equally

divided in their assessment of heating and cooling systeme in

their classrooms. One-half rated them excellent to good, one

half fair to poor.
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SELECTED FEATURES EXCELLENT/GOOD FAIR/POOR

School

Classroom Space 69% 30%

Classroom Stortage 45% 55%

Science Labs 38% 62%

Nurse's Room 58% 42%

Gymnasium 46% 55%

Playing Fields/ 38% 62%
Playground

Teachers' Lounge 46% 54%

Classroom

Furniture 651% 35%

Lighting 80% 20%

Cleanliness 67% 33%

Ventilation. 61% 39%

Heating/Cooling 50% 50%

EXHIBIT 8-8

TEACHERS' RATINCS OF PHYSICAL CONDITION OF SCHOOL PLANT
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Each school plant has a variety of special purpose rooms anti

facilities which contribute to some aspect of the school's total

program. In order to derive a general perspective of DoDDS'

physical facilities, teachers were asked to rate several of these

other types of resources. Of interest here is the variation

found between the classrooms and these auxiliary resources.

While few teachers rated their own classroms as being in fair to

poor condition (30 percent), twice as many teachers in schools

with science labs found the labs to be in fair to poor condition

(62 percent). The opinions of teachers regarding gymnasiums,

playing fields, and playgrounds reinforce impression of faci-

lities that offer less than favorable conditions once one looks

beyond the basic educational program.

The Opinions of Parents

Six out of 10 DoDDS parents interviewed gave the school

facilities their children attend a grade of A or B. The same

proportion give this same grade to the plant's physical ce.,ndi-

"on Seven out of 10 parents rated the manner in which the

school grounds are maintained with a grade of A or 8. While

DoDDS strives overall to provide an aboue-average school system

(A or 8), an average grade of C may certainly be viewed as

acceptable. Only 15 percent of the parents interviewed reported

the school facilities their children attend rate less than an

average grade (Exhibit 8 -9).

When asked if there were any features of the school plant

they particularly liked or disliked, 47 percent of thz parents

fV
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GRADE

A

3

PHYSICAL CONDITION OF THE SCHOOL PLANT

OVERA:AL
FACILITY

SCHOOL
BUILDING

UPKEEP OF
THE SCHOOL

GROUNDS

27% 22% 36%

35% 36% 391

23% 34% 16%

12% 8% 4%

3% 1% 5%

EXHIBIT 8-9

PARENTAL GRADING OF THE
SCHOOL PLANT

8-18
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listed at least i positive feature; 58 percent volunteered at

least 1 aspect they found troublesome. Exhibit 8-10 lists the

items described by parents.

Interestingly, the features best liked by parents are those

important to their Children's education, while features criti-

cized are not associated as closely with what is educationally

important (Exhibit 8-11). The characteristics of the physical

plant of which parents speak positively are seen as being more

important to their children's general well-being than to their

education. While 14 percent reported the feature to be not very

important to their children's education, only 6 percent con-

sidered this same feature unimportant to their children's well-

being. Negative features provide more of a ground for concern

for general well-being than for the children's education. Halt

of the parents report the features of the school plant they find

to be troublesome are very important or important issues in their

concern for their children's well-being. What we find is 30

percent of DoDDS parents register concern that aspects of the

physical plant impact negatively on their children's well-being,

while 70 percent report no similar concern.

MAJOR CONSTRUCTION

Until 1978, cognizant military services had responsibility

for planning, funding, '1;4 construction of new schcols, major

additions, and renovations. DODOS facilities were thus totally

at the discretion of the military services. The quality of

t
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FEATURE LIKED
PERCENT OF
PARENTS*

Close to Housing 7%
Other Location Feature 7%
Well-Designed/Constructed Building 6%
Modern/Complete Facility 4%
Well-Equipped/Appointed 4%
Attractive Exterior 4%
Specific Exterior Feature 2%
Fenced Playing Area 3%
P_ayground Well Equipped 4%
Features of Classrooms 6%
Media Center 5%
Other Specific Features 6%
Other 5%

TROUBLESOME FEATURE

Dangerous Location 14%
Noisy Location 3%

Other Problem with Location 4%
Inadequate Physical Education
Facilities 9%

Inadequate Playground 8i
Lack of or Inadequate Cafeteria 1%

General Inadequacy/Poor Appearance 5%

Unsafe Features 6%
Building/Grounds in Disrepair 6%
UtilitiPs Dysfunctional 4%
Design 1d/or school Site Factor 8%
Mio-'e T1. . One Building 7%

Building Shared by More Than
One School 2%

Other 4%

*More than one response permitted.

EXHIBIT 8-10

PERCENT OF PARENTS REPORTING OPINIONS ABOUT
FEATURES OF SCHOOL FACILITIES
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IMPORTANCE TO GOOD FEATURES BAD FEATURES

Children's Education

Very Important 31% 15%

Important 22% 13%

Somewhat Important 32% 28%

Not Very Important 14% AA45.

Children's Well-Being

Very Important 41% 20%

25% 28%

Somewhat Important 28% 25%

Not Very Important 6% 27%

EXHIBIT 8-11

RATING OF SCHOOL FACILITY FEATURES IN
REGARD TO CHILDREN'S EDUCATION AND WELL-BEING
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school, facilities throughout the system was the subject of much

concern. Former German Army barracks and five -story warehouses

converted to school buildings were cited as examples of the

problems resulting from military responsibility for school con-

struction.

In 1978, DoDDS was delegated authority and responsibility

for the construction program. During the 10-year period prior to

this transfer, the military services expended approximately

$101,500,000 for 45 new construction projects. In the 5 years

since DoDDS took responsibility, 60 projects with a tota1 value

of $207,461,000 have been appro,ed as line items in the military

construction CMILCOS2 budget. The average annual number of major

construction projects-funded rose from 4.5 per year to 12. The

annual constr-e."^-.. determined jointly by DoDDS

and OSD. Once a bottom line has been established, ODS determines

the projects and the individual allocations to be included in the

budget request.

Planning for Major Construction

DoDDS has instituted a five-year planning cycle for school

construction. At the local level, 6 out of 10 schools cur-

rently expect to undertake construction at some future point.

Plans on record at the Regional Office level show the figure to

be 4 schools out of 10. ODS reports the worldwide 5-year plan

has a current value of $500 million.

Each Regional Office coordinates a construction program

based on locally expressed needs and the Regional Office staff's

knowledge of the conditions of school facilities. Regional plans
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are reviewed and prioritized on a systemwide basis in Washington

by a committee comprised of ODS staff. Once a project is

approved in concept by this committee, the cognizant Regional

Office is informed of the funding level and student enrollment is

approved by ODS, authorization is given to initiate planning and

design. Land acquisition and 35 percent of design must be com-

plete before ODS will consider including it in the MILCON budget

request presented to Congress.

The planning and construction of new facilities can be

delayed considerably when a site already in the control of a U.S.

base cannot be found. In such cases negotiations must be under-

taken with host nation governments, and control of the situation

is out of the hands of DoDDS. One construction project submitted

to congress for consideration in the FY83 MILCON budget was held

in the planning stage for 33 years awaiting host nation approval

of a site. Given the problems of securing sites when land is not

in U.S. control, it is reported that efforts are directed at

locating schools on bases, frequently at the cost of adequacy of

size and desirability of location. When sites in military

control are used, it is the cognizant cam/under who has final say

in site selection. As noted in a previous section there are

problems with siting decisions made in the past. One out of five

parents believe their childreu's school is in a dangerous, noisy,

or otherwise unacceptable location. Two out of five principals

report the space available for playing fields is inadequate.
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The planning and building of an overseas school is a complex

process with a worldwide complement of participants, each having

the ability to influence the final product. Further, the process

varies to some degree on the basis of the region, military ser-

vice to be served, and the country in which the construction Is

to occur. At each point in the process the emphasis is on qua-

lity and cost containment. The philosophy espoused by ODS and

implemented by Regional Offices is the construction of functional

facilities that are adaptable and flexible.

Principals at the 10 schools in the sample currently

involved in a major construction program were generally impressed

with the level of commitment and support provided by their com-

munity commander. Commanders were reported as becoming involved

in a variety of ways. They assisted in the documentation of

need, participated in selection of a site, provided their own

services and those of community engineers in an advisory capac-

ity, and took a general interest in progress. All but 3 of the

10 principals felt that the school's educational mission had been

foremost in the mind of the commander.

Variation in regional practices and movement of staff

influence the involvement of school-level administrators in the

planning of major construction projects. Seven principals

reported they were prixe initiators of the construction program,

and devoted time to the concept before the Regional Office became

involved? six continued this involvement after the Regional

Office assumed responsibility for getting the plans approved.

4:
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Best practices stateside recommend local-level involvement

in school planning. The architects' theory of "charrette" recog-

nizes advantages in a broad-based planning activity. The char-

acter of a community can be reflected in the educational specifi-

cations, and people with current classroom experience can bring

new insights as to the best utilization of space. While ODS

encourages this, thq theory is not practiced in all DoDDS

regions, possibly because the communities and school staff are

viewed as transient populations that will not be present when the

new or expanded facility eventually is put to use. Practices

also vary as to the involvement of Regional Office educators.

The figure below provides a breakdown of participants at the

10 sample schools, showing how participation was not broad at the

early stages and actually decreased once the task of developing

educational specifications was undertaken.

. Number of Schools Reporting Local-Level
Involvement in Planning New Major Construction

STAGE OF PROCESS

Type of Individual
Involved

Identification
of Need

Development
of Specifications

School Administrators 7 6

Teachers/Specialists 3 1

Parents/Advisory 1 1

Committee
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Among the 6 sampled schools that passed the 35 percent mark

for planning and design, 4 reported the Regional Office facili-

ties engineer was the individual most involved with the project;

at the remaining 2 sites the Regional Office facilities engineer

was the person having the second greatest level of involvement

(after the military engineers).

Regional Office personnel are provided guidelines through

DoD Construction Criteria for the planning of new school space.

These guidelines include criteria on the number of square feet

that shouId be allocated per pupil for general-purpose and for

special-purpose rooms. Several states provide comparable guid-

ance for building area and general and special purpose rooms. As

with DoDDS, several express this as,a'range. Guidelines can_also

be expressed in terms of maximum allowable square feet per

student. this is done by 11 states and by DoDDS through recently

circulated guidance. Exhibit 8-12 compares the average of DoDDS

guidelines with the stateside guidelines. DoDDS allows larger

total building size than stateside (on a per-student basis) at

the elementary level but specifies fewer square feet per student

for schools serving junior highland high school students. DoDDS

guidance is more generous than stateside in terms of,recommended

classroom size for general-purpose rooms, while such guidance is

less generous as regards special purpose rooms for which compara-

tive data are available.

A difference noted between DoDDS and stateside guidance is

the more restrictive nature of DoDDS guidelines. Whereas both
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Maximum Footagk Per Student

SQUARE FEET

PERCENT
DIFFERENCE"ODDS STATESIDE

Elementary School 97 91. + 6.6%

Middle:Junior High 110 126 -12.7%

High School 125 145 -16.0%

Average Net Footage

Elementary Classroom 950 834 +13.9%

Secondary Classr 3M 850 Ina + 1.4%

Home Arts :loom 1750 1743 + 0.4%

Music Room 1100 1162 - 5.3%

Industrial Arts Shop 1750 1849 - 5.3%

Source: DoD construction criteria DOD4270.1-M, June 1, 1978,
pp. 3-79 to 3-85, "State Requirements Survey for School, Con-
struction K-12, 1981." State Requirements Survey Task Force,
American Institute of Ltchitects. DoDDS guidance, August 1982.

EXHIBIT 8-12

COMPARISON OF DoDDS SQUARE FOOTAGE GUIDANCE
WITH STATESIDE GUIDANCE
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DoDDS and states provide ranges of minimum and maximum recom-

mended footage, stateside planners and architects have a broader

range within which to work, particularly where special purpose

rooms are concerned. Furthermore, DoDDS is currently enforcing

the minimum guidance as the maximum allowable footage for plan-

ning.* This flexibility, particularly useful in the construction

of small schools, is available to DoDDS planners through waiver.

Construction of the Facility

Construction of schools must conform to DoD Construction

Criteria. Enforcement of -he criteria is the responsibility of

the division of engineers of the military service in charge of

overseeing the construction project. The criteria are augmented

by ODS only in the area of square footage allowances. One

Regional Office reported having prepared its own school related

supplement to the DoD criteria,** a supplement heavily relied on

by the engineering division. It contains functional criteria

that provide specific recommendations for constructing aril equip-

ping school buildings. By ma%ing these available, the Regional

Office is assured that contractors will install windows that are

safe for heavily traveled hallways, cabinets that are reachable

by six-year olds, and sinks that meet the needs of an industrial

*March 4, 1982, Policy Guidance to Engineers of all Services
Regarding DoD Construction Criteria.

**Other regions include additional criteria on a project speci-
fic basis via the educational specifications.
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arts educational program. No such gidance is available on a

worldwide basis.

Construction Policy

Current practices at ODS regarding planning for construction

are based on a firm determination to not overbuild. This was

reported as being accomplished by adhering strictly to the mini-

mum footage guidelines provided in the Construction Criteria and

by projecting enrollments based on "hard" troop strength projec-

tions rather than on the future strength figures used by local

military installations in their construction planning cycles. To

accommodate future changes, Re4onal Offices are instructed to

design new construction with the ca;lbility for future expansion.

ODS insistence on this policy and decisions, guided by a

desire to impact as many sites as possible within tae budget

limitations, can lead to friction between ODS and the Regional

Offices, which serve as the pressure point in the systems They

must plan and design constrqction projects within the criteria

enforced by ODS. They must also deal with representatives of

military communities who are not only anxious to have the best

schools possible but may bring pressure to build schools in

accordance with local projections of troop strength that are

guiding their own building programs.

Many military commanders are critical of the manner in which

DoDE0:, is managing the construction program in terms of the size

and budget constral4As being imposed on individual facilities.
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Similar concerns are also voiced by Regional Office staff who are

required to build within nonforward-looking enrollment projec-

tions and square footage criteria.

The school construction program is tightly controlled by

ODS. Final decisions as to school size anI funding are made at

this level. Once construction is underway, change orders must be

approved by ODS, with the exception of changes responding to

site-based problems which the division of engineers or site

representative has authority to approve. This guards against

capricious and cost inflating changes and encourages field

personnel to make sure that they receive sound designs.

MINOR CONSTRUCT:ON, REPAIR, AND MAINTENANCE

New construction valued at less than S200,000* and repair

and maintenance services are funded under the Operations and

Maintenance CO&M3 budget of DoDDS. The services are provided

through the military which charges DoDDS funds directly. Inter-

service Support Agreements CISAs3 are negotiated between DoDDS

and the military services for the provision of reoccurring O&M

services to schools under Defense Retail Interservice Support

CDRIS3 Regulations. Approximately 150 ISAs covering all aspects

of logistics support services are in effect DoDDS.wwide. They

range in comprehensiveness from school complix to worldwide. A

General Accounting Office report indicates that 44 percent of

these ISAs were expired at the time of audit and had not been

*$100,000 prior to FY83.
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renegotiated.* Since the tithe of the GAO audit, this situation

hat been corrected; all but 9 percent of ISM have been renewed.

To determine how much input the schools have in letermining

what ser...tes they will receive, principals were asked about

participation in the process. They were evenly divided between

those aware of having been brought into ISA planning and those

not aware of having any involvement. Provision of data (32

percent of those participating), consultation with the military

(26 percent), and consultation with the Regional Office (16

percent) were the most frequex ly reported roles assumed by

principals.

Beginning with the budget for FY79, DovDS-wide O&M has

averaged $20 million annually. This contrasts with an $8 million

annual budget for the precedinc 4-year period. This increase has

been deliberate on the part of DODDS. Nonrecurrent mainte-

nance, repair, and minor construction are funded on a project

specific basis. This portion of the budget is reportedly being

emphasized in an attempt to upgrade neglected facilities.

Plannirg for Minor Construction, Maintenance, and Repair Services

Each Regional Office requires school principals to identify

and report, on an annual basis, projects requiring engineering

sup ort. Regional Offices annually provide administrative

instructions to the schools to be referenced when preparing lists

*Report to the Secretary of Defense: Management Cuntrol of the
Department o Defense Overseas Depen ents c o0 s Nees to Be
Strengthened. U.S.iGotneral Accounting GAOTROZNY-757
November 4, 1982.
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of projects. These describe the principal as having initial

responsibility for prioritizing projects and may or may not

include specific guidernes for accomplishing this. In those

regions having an intermediate structure, priorities are reas-

signed at this level. Regionwide lists are then prepared. The

schedule for such reporting varies by region, as does the lower

dollar limit for what should be reported.

Two-thirds of the schools visited reported that their full

request for minor construction or nonrecurring maintenance and

repair had beau approved. At the remaining one-third of schools

some portion of the request was denied. These denials generally

came from the Regional office. At slightly under 30 percent of

all DoODS schools some repair, renovation, or expansion deemed to

be needed by the principal will not be undertaken because it was

not authorized for the next school year. The average value of

the projects not included in the DoODS budget request is $26,700.

In 80 percent of the cases principals were told requests were

being denied due to lack of funds. In 40 percent of all cases

principals were informed the requested project had a Low

priority.

While the value of the O&M program is reported by ODS and

the Regional Offices as being developed from the bottom up, not

all schools take the expected next step once they have been

notified of their authorized budget. Principals at only slightly

more than half the schools visited reported having a written plan

describing the services the schools would require. Repair and

.8-32



maintenance plans were available at 61 percent of all sites, with

minor construction plans at 46 percent of all sites.

Where maintenance and minor construction plans are developed

the responsibility is apparently deemed important enough to not

be delegated. The school principal and engineer participated in

the process at 9 out of 10 sites having plans. Exhibit 8 -13

describes the sources to which principals turn to document school

needs in this area and project the provision of services. While

schools having EPAs and complex coordinators were visited,

principals did not reoort that persons in these positions are

participating in the planning process.

Where plans exist, they typically identify the time frame in

which specific services or projects shoull be undertaken (77.

percent), assign priorities to these projects (85 percent) and

include cost estimates for the work (85 percent). These sched-

ules for minor construction, maintenance, and repair services

range in scope from one-year projections to six-year projections,

averaging three years forward.

At about three-fourths of the cites visited the engineers of

the supporting military installations reported having been invol-

ved in projecting the schools' requirements for the upcoming

school year and planning the repair and maintenance program.

Slightly less than one-third of these engineers reported that

they review this program and the schools' needs for S6 vices with

school personnel. The process described by the others did not

mention school involvement. What schools do most frequently is
4 s
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REPORTED PARTICIPANTS
PERCENT OF

SCHOOLS

School Principal 934

Base Engineer 87%

Teachers 67%

Regional Office/Facilities 63%

Assistant Principal 57%

Other School Staff 43%

Regional Office/Fiscal 37%

Schoo . Officer 30%

School. Ad7isory Committee 231

CONmunity Commander 17%

EXHIBIT 8-13

INDIVIDUALS PROVIDING INPUT TO PLANNING
FOR REPAIR, MAINTENANCE, AND MINOR

CONSTRUCTION AT SITES HAVING SUCH PLANS
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refer to earlier requests or their own inspection of the premises

(Exhibit 8-14). Roughly the same proportion of engineers are

'evolved in projecting school .seeds for minor construction. The

nature of engineers' involvement in this process varies across.

sites, as is shown in Exhibit 8 -1$.

Engineers were asked to rate the adequacy of the schools'

planning processes to ensure that proper services are received.

Overall, the processes were seen as adequate at 61 percent of the

schools, and the same proportion of engineers were generally

satisfied (65 percent) with the schools' abilities to communinate

their needs. However, these data do suggest thit at every third

school, administrative staff are not adequately projecting the

services that will be required during the upcoming school year.

Where this occurs, it is likely that provision of services to

schools cannot readily be incorporated into the work sched-ales of

the engineer's office. When asked if modifications in the

planning process would enable the military to be more responsive

to school needs, 7 out of 10 engineers had definite suggestions

for improvement. of these, 43 percent indicated a need for

long-range planning, while .31 percent cited a need for improve-

ment in the way school personnel participate in the process of

anticipating the services their facilities will require. Three

out of 10 engineers giving recommendations believed services to

schools would improve if the schools would designate single

individuals to work with the engineering offices. These are the.

engineers for the 20 percent of all schools that have not yet

instituted such a 1V'ftice4

8-35
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METHOD USED

PROGRAM

PHYSICAL
FACILITY EQUIPMENT

Inspection by Service Provider 61% 67%

School Requests 67% 53%

Joint Review with School
Personnel 19% 17%

Instructions from Regional Office 14% 6%

Reference t Foraard Plan 8%. 3%

As Specified by Regulation 14% 9%

Other 6% 3%

EXHIBIT 8-14

METHODS USED BY ENGINEERS TO ESTABLISH
ianam, SCHOOL PROGRAM FOR MAINTMANCE AND REPAIR

4.1 v

8-36

i-!



I

ENGIRT:1E11'E ROLE

% OF THOSE % OF ALL
INVOLVED ENGINEERS
REPORTING NOT ENGAGING
ACTIVITY INACTIVITY

Process Paperwork 41% 65%

Estimate Costs 29% 71%

Develop Plan 29% 71%

Provide Guidance 1St N.A.

Other Involvemeni: 21% t:. A.

EXHIBIT 8-15

NATURE OF BASE ENGINEERS` PARTICIPATION
IN PLANNING SERVICES FOR THE UPCOMING SCHOOL YEAR

3,
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The ability of school staff to properly communicate school

needs to military resource management offices is an important one

since 86 percent of the engineers reference school requests (67

percent) or jointly review school maintenance and repair needs

(19 percent) with school personnel. First-hand inspections of

the plant by the service provider are condo ed at 61 percent of

the schools visited at the time plans are developed.

Before projects of $100,000 or more can be undertaken they

are referred to Washington for approval. The Regional Offices

have approval authority below this amount. Further delegation of

approval authority to principals varies across ! Igions. Princi-

pals' authority may be limited at $500, $1,000, or $2,000, based

on the type of project, the region in which the school is loca-

ted, and local engineers' practices regarding use of precommitted

funds.

Provision of Minor Construction, Maintenance, and Repair Services

Visits for formal planning purposes are not the only ones

made to schools. Nine out of 10 schools are visited by a member

of the engineering office staff at least once a month. Seven out

of every 10 schools receive visits at least'. weekly, and at 2 out

of 10 schools the relationship with the military resource manage-

ment office is such that a member of the office staff stops by on

a daily basis (Exhibit 8-16). Larger schools are visited more

frequently than the smaller ones, a positive sign, since it might

be assumed they would require more attention. Communication with

the school principal and personal contacts and visits were cited

8-38 G7
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ALL

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT SIZE

FREQUENCY SCHOOLS LESS THAN 400 e00 OR MORE

Less Than Once a Month 9% 13.3A 5%

Once a Month or More 91% 87% 95%

Once a Week or More 63% 531 70%

Twice a Week or More 29% 13% 43%

Daily 20% 0% 35%

EXHIBIT 8-16

FREQUENCY OF ENGINEER OFFICE STAFF
VISITS TO SCHOOLS
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by 78 percent of the engineers as the most important factors

affecting the resource management office's relationship with the

school.

All schools visited were reported to be following appro-

priate local channels to obtain routine maintenance and repair

services during the course of the school year. Written work

orders and telephone requests are used by all but 11 percent of

the schools (Exhibit 8-17). What constitutes appropriate

channels varies throughout DoODS, primarily as a function of the

branch of the service with which individual schools work. while

policies exist that outline responsibilities in the process of

providing engineering support, implementing guidelines are under

development and not currently available, allowing for even

greater variations to occur in practice.

Local engineers are generally satisified with the process by

which maintenance and repair services are provided (68 percent)

and recommendations for improvement were offered by only one-

third of those interviewed. These suggestions varied tremen-

dously. Four of the 38 engineers did suggest improving the

responsiveness of the Regional Office. Three suggested that the

schools should have greater ability to authorize services.

Maintenance and re,air services arranged through the mili-

tary may be provided by a variety of means. A combination of

contracts with host national or U.S. companies overseas and

direct hire of local nationals is the approach used most

8-40
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PROCEDURE

Written Work Order Only

Telephone Only

Work Orders and Phone Calls

Other

EXHIBIT 8-17

PERCENT

27%

14%

49%

11%.

PROCEDURES USED TO REQUEST SERVICES
OF ENGINEERS' umus

8-41
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frequently (Exhibit 8-18 ). At 3 out of 10 schools more than 75

percent of the DoODS maintenance and repair dollar is spent under

1 or the other method. Custodial services are provided almost

exclusively under contract.

Reports of engineers suggest the contract mechanism is used

because of cost-effectiveness. However, there is some division

of opinion as to whether this mechanism is cost effective or more

costly; provides more or less flexibility; or allows for better

quality and more supervision or less control over quality.

Opinions are similarly divided in regard to direct hire of Local

nationals (see Exhibit 8 -19).

Current procedures within OoDDS allow lead principals of

school complexes to determine whether copies of contractA (or

syqopses) will be given to principals of individual schools.

Only one-third of the principals reported having copies of all

the contracts describing the services their schools were to

receive. Another third had copies of some contracts but not all,

and at the remaining schools there was no document for personnel

at the school for reference in finding out if the school was

receiving its entitled services.

Of those principals who did have copies of contracts,

three-quarters reported that they conduct reviews of the content

of such contracts, half at least annually. Such reviews are

undertaken to determine if requirements have changed with changes

in school operations or the educational program, or to determine

if modifications in contract requirements would solve problems

8-42
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MAINTENANCE

PERCENT OF SERVICES

LESS
AND REPAIR 100% 75-99% 50-74% 25-49% THAN 25%

Under Contract 22% 5% 11% 16% 46%

Direct Hire/Local
Nationals 8% 24% 14% 14% 40%

Direct Hire/U.S.
Civilians 0% 0% 3% 0% 97%

Military Personnel 3% 0% 3% 5% 92%

CUSTODIAL

Under Contract SI% 8% 0% 0%

Direct Hire/Local
Nationals 5% 0% 0% 0% 95%

Direct Hire/U.S.
Civilians 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%

Military Personnel 0% 0% Ot 0% 100%

EXHIBIT 8-18

PERCENT OF ENGINEERS REPORTING METHODS
FOR PROVIDING SERVICES TO THE SCHOOLS
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CONTRACT

SOURCE OF SERVICE

MILITARY
PERSONNEL

LOCAL
NATIONAL
HIRE

U.S.
CIVILIAN

HIRE

ADVANTAGES

Cost Effective 42% 22% 5% 24%
More Flexibility 25% 36% 3% 19%
Better Quality Work 17% 17% 3% 0%
More Control/Super-
visor 8% 25% 11% 11%

More Knowledgeable
of Codes, etc. 8% 17% 5% 0%

Greater Availability 25% llt 3% 5%

Understand U.S.
Operations 0% 0% 14% 3%

Better Communications 0% 0% 19% 31

tter 19% 6% 3% 11%
Not Applicable 11% 19% 57% 40%

DISADVANTAGES

More Costly 21% 25% 19% 11%
Lacks Flexibility 41% 11% 3% 3%

Low Skills/Training 14% 14% 5% 30%
Less Control over
Quality 45% 3% 0% 31

Lacks Familiarity
with Codes, etc. 3% 0% 11% 8%

Communication ?rob-
lems 3% 25% 5% 0%

Scheduling Problems 17% 8% 0% 14%

Demeaning 0% 0% 0% 11%

Other 17% 19% 30% 8%

Not Applicable 3% 27% 40% 32%

EXHIBIT 8-19

ENGINEERS' PERCEPTIONS OF
METHODS OF SERVICE PROVISION

8-44
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the schools are having with the adequacy of contracted ser-

vices, Of principals conducting such reviews, roughly one-half

reported noticing that their requirements had inteed changed;

almost all of the principals noticing these changes felt they

were significant enough to seek a modification to the document.

Using the reciprocal of'the figures just cited, one questions the

adequacy of contracts now in effect at the roughly one-half of

all schools where principals do not have copies'of cor.ract

documents or, if they do have them, have no;- undertaken to

analyze these documents for adequacy.

Three-fourths of the school principals (73 percent) were

aware of having received guidance from DoDDS intended to assist

them in making decisions about maintenance, repair, and minor

construction. Almost all recalled receiving formal written

directives f86 perJent). This was augmented by informal guidance

from the Regional Office at 59 percent of the sites isited.

Seven out of 10 principals had cause to refer to the guidance,

and all found it to be useful.

Minor construction projects undertaken by the schools must

conform with DoD regulations, standards, and criteria, as well as

various codes of the host nation. Half of the schools visited

had undertaken a miner construction project during the preceding

school year. Principals at two-thirds of these school; were

aware that such projects must follow certain guidelines. Very

tie problems or limitations were traced to these guidelines by

either school principals (15 percent) or military engineers

8-45
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(14 percent). At only one school was the problem seen to be a

major one that had not been satisfactorily resolved. The

reported problem was with DODOS allowances for square footage

promulgated in 1978, which were seen as being out-of-date and

having a direct negative impact on the school's educational

program.

One-half of the installation engineers reported having no

problems meeting school needs in the area of minor construction,

Among those that did, ore-half felt that the nature of the fund-

ing cycle was the major source of the problem. pour oct of 10

attributed it to a lack of lead time between the receipt of an

authorized request for service and the completion date expected

by the school system.

The importance of forward planning over an extended period

is closely linked to the DODDS funding cycle, the requirement for

Regional Office (and ODS) approval, and the time required to

accomplish design activities (in the case of minor construction)

and procur contractor support for all but the smallest projects.

The entire cycle from school identification of need to completion

of work requires 20 months in Germany, where one-half of all

schools are located (Exhibit 8-20).

All in all, the engineers interviewed believed the services

the schools are receiving rate very high. On a five-point scale

the mean score given by the engineers to their school services

was 4.4 (Exhibit 8-21). Engineers at schools on Navy installa-

tions rated their services highest (4.8), followed by those on

Air Force (4.4) and Army installations (4.2). These engineers

146 ^75
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FY82 PROJECT FUNDING

JAN 82 IDENTIFY FY83 REQUTREMENTS

FEB SUBMIT WORK ORDERS

MAR PROVIDE BUDGET ESTIMATES

APR SUBMIT LIST TO DODDS
REGION

FY82 PROCUREMENT MAY

JUN DoDDS REGION COMPILES
PRIORITIES

JUL ISSUE DESIGN INS7wICTIONS

FY82 WORK ACCOMPLISHMENT AUG VERIFICATION BY ENGINEER

SEP

OCT

NOV

DEC

FY84 IDENTIFY REQUIREMENTS JAN 83 PROJECT DESIGN

FYC4 SUBMIT WORK ORDERS FEB

FY84 PROVIDE BUDGET MAR PROJECT FUNDS REQUIRED
ESTIMATES

FY84 SUBMIT LIST TO DoDDS APR
REGION

sti
MAY PROCUREMENT

FY84 DoDDS REGION gOMPILES JUN
PRIORITY

FY84 ISSUE DESIGN. JUL
INSTRUCTIONS

AUG WORK ACCOMPLISHMENT

SEP

EXHIBIT 8-20

APPROVAL, DESIGN, AND CONSTRUCTION CYCLE "
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BASE ENGINEER'S
RATING

All Schools 4.4

Air force 4.4

Any 4.2

Navy 4.3

EXHILIT 8-21.

ENGI NEER' S PERCEPTION OF
PRINCIPAL'S OPINION

3.9

4.0

3.7

4.0

MEDIAN RATINGS OF MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR SrRVICES
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believe school princials would, on the average, give the ser-

vices lower ratings than the engineers give them (a 3.9 compared

with the engineers' 4.4;. The principals do indeed give them a

lower rating--2.8. The discrepancy (acknowledged by one-half of

the engineers) was attributed to school personnel's lack of

understanding of the system and how to work with741 it by one-

third of the engineers. Another third attributed the discre-

pancy in opinlons to differences in expectations. Others were

divided among other reasons. Some of these differences in

expectations may result from the school staff not having copies

of documents describing the services the schwA is entitled to,

or if they do have copies not having read them.

Of the services provided through the engineers' offices,

principals are most frequently pleased with trash disposal and

custodial services (Exhibit a-22). They most frequently report

poor or very poor quality service in the area of grounds tending,

nonroutine maintenance, and minor construction.

When they do experience prof:J.1s with services the nature of

the problem tends to vary with the pype of service (Exhibit

8-23). Principals attribute problems with custodial services to

the qu: 'ity of the service or workers as ,gned to the task (50 .

percent) and the Lack of supervision of these workers (.7 per-

cent)--a problem with contract work also reported by the engi-

neers. Grounds tending problems are most often those of quality

(31 percent) and incomplete service or nonperformance (31 per-

cent). The most frequently cited reason for principals' rating

of routine maintenance as poor is that the service is not

8-49
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SUPPORT SERVICE
VERY
GOOD GOOD POOR

VERY
POOR

Custodial Services 34% 44% 18% 4%

Grounds Tending 14% 47% 32% 8%

Trash Disposal 21% 62% 15% 1%

Routine Main*enanse 141 62% 18% 69:

Minor Repairs 20% 55% 18% 7%

Nonroutine Maintenance 9% 56% 27% 3%

Minor Construction 11% 57% 21% 12%

EXHIBIT 8-22

PRINCIPALS' RATINGS OF SELECTED
SUPPORT SERVICES
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TYPE OF SERVICE

MINORGROUNDS ROCTINE
NATURE OF PROBLEM CUSTODIAL TENDING MAIW. REPAIRS

Service Not Provided,
In4omplete /.81 31% 24% 11%

Service Not Timely 10% 23% 53% 50%

Service/Workers Not
Dependable 14% 15% 18% 111

Service/Workers of
Poor Quality 5C% 31% 29% 28%

Lack of Supervision/
Monitoring 27% 8% 6% 6%

Shortcomings in
-6%Statement of Work 9% n% 6%

Other 50% 8% 35% 28%

Mean Severis-y
(5-point scale) 3.4 2.8 3.3 3.0

EXHIBIT 8-23

TYPES OF PROBLEMS WITH SUPPORT SERVICES
REPORTEF 8Y PRINCIPALS
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in a timely manner. ?Lilly one-half of all, the schools

experiencing this difficulty. Incomplete work (24 pe,cent) and

poor quality (29 percent) were Els° among the reasons given for

low ratings in this area. Timeliness is also an issue with minor

repairs (50 percent), with the quality of these repairs judged

inferior by principals at 3 out of 10 schools. These problems

with the services should not be dismissed as minor complaints.

Principals rated all but grounds tending problems on the severe

problem half of a five-point scale.

Zn addition to difficulties w:th the services themselves,

principals at one-quarter of the schools reported that mainten-

ance and repair services were denied them a few ti7.es or on

numerous occasions. This happened less frequently with custodial

and grounds tending services.

The data indicate the reason for one half of all delays in

securing needed services is the absence of authorization t, pro-

ceed due to lack of funds (49 percent), followed by the inability

of the engineering office to get to the job immediately (43

percent). 5u$V,delays are found to affect administration of tLe

educational pltogram at 4 out of 10 schools in the system. At 2

of every 10 schools principals have had to make adjustments

frequently to class schedules, class size, and teaching assign-
,

ments. At 44 percent of all schcols, educational programs had

been modified or delayed during the preceding 12-month period

because needed new construction or repairs had been

undertaken.

8-52
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The extensiveness of this interference, however, is reported

to be slight by the principals. Only 2 principals in 10 reported

moderate to extensive interference, generally resulting from

nonroutine maintenance, minor construction, and minor repair

(Exhibit 8 -24). The observation is offered that, in the case of

these particular types of services, the situation requiring

attention was probably interfering with the educational program.

Payments for Services

Once services are provided they are billed by the military

and said by DoDDS. Dor. regulations and those of each service

specify how bills are to be computed. DoDDS does not have

authority to provide installations with guidance for inter-

preting these regulations, and thus each installation imposei its

own service's interpretation on DoDDS. The data gathered in the

field substantiate that practices vary, and one school may not

pay for serv.ces based on the same computations as the next

school.

Engineers were asked to describe the procedures used to

determine how .schools will be billed for utilities. One-third

reported using more than one technique. At three-quarters'oof

installations utility bills are computed based on the poriplat"
ty

served, the size of the building, or the configuration bt th

school facility. Such computations are within DRIS reg,AlatA

DoDDS, however, has not specified acceptable standariApd

formulas. At one-third of tl-la schools, reference is mi:.de:o

historical data, which are adjusted according to inflation

8-53
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NO
INTER-

LITTLE
INTER-

MODERATE
INTER-

EXTENSIVE
INTER-

SUPPORT SERVICE FERENCE FERENCE FERENCE FERENCE

Custodial Services 57% 29% 13% 11

Grounds Tending 54% 32% 14% 0%

Trash Disposal 73% 24% 4% 0%

Routine Maintenance 29% 55% 14% 21

Minor Repairs 24% 534 19% 41

Nonroutine Mai: -_enance 27% 47% 19% 6%

Minor Constructlon 31% 40% 19% 10%

EXHIBIT 8-24

INTERFERENCE OF SELECTED SUPPORT SERVICES WITH
SCHOOLS' EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS
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for billing purposes. Metering is used fr some components of

utilities at chree-quarters of the schools. This approach

results in billings being a direct reflection of actual usage.

Under regulations it is the esponsibility of school princi-

pals to verify the receipt of servic a before nayment is auth-

orized. Principals were ask^d if they had ever been overcharged

for services the school had received through the military.

Recognizing that services such as utiliths are difficult to

monitor, while others, such as repair and mino: construction, are

hich:4 visible, 2 out of 10 principals said they had never been

overchar;*d. One-quarter stated they had been overcharged once

or a few times. One in 4 principals ro;worted having no data from

which to form an opinion. DoDDS ,rocedures require only that'
.....

complex coordinating principals receive bills acsompanied by

substantiating d-lumentation since they are authorized to certify

payments. It is the responsibility of these coordinators to

ascertain from the subordinate principals if the work was pro-

vided accord:ng to specification and as reflected in the

billing.

SUPPLIES ANT) EQUIPMENT

Requisitioning"

Supplies anG equipment are a seemingly mundane concern whose

criticality to attainmc.t of educationa, objectives is most

apparent if the materials are not available. Securing, ware-

housing, and distributing supplies t4d equipment are activit.:.es
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that can be handled either efficiently or in au -'t a manner that

resources are wasted and high-level administrative attention is

required that otherwise should not be necessary. Furthermore,

school systems, whether stateside or overseas, operate on a

calendar basis, e.g., mid August to mid August in the case of

DODOS. Unlike the majority of stateside school systems, whose

fiscal years run July 1 to June 30, DODOS runs October 1 to

September 30, creating a phasing problem for ordering supplies

and equipment. Textbooks, first-aid supplies, laboratory and

shop equipment, and many office supplies should be available at

the start of a school year or semester if they are to serve their

purpose. Delivery delays can be at odds with successful attain -

ment of educational objectives.

The acquisition system used by DODOS was redesigned in 1980

and further refined in 1982 in response to a number of reviews

and audits that resulted in recommendations for change. Under

the current system, schools, through their Regional Offices,

order Library books and textbooks directly from vendors and have

the materials shipped directly to the schools. This is intended

to reduce warehousing requirements for such items, reduce the

elapsed time between order and delivery, and minimize the number

of DODOS requisition lines that must be processed by the Defense

General Supply Center CDGSC).

Other supplies and equipment are requisitioned through DGSC

by the schools through the Regional' Offices either for direct

shipment to the school or to mini-warehouses in the regions.
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DoDDS Regional Offices also obtain materials directly from inven-

tory managers such as General Services Administration outlets.

There are allowable sources from which school materials may be

obtained with some variation in sources across regions. ODS is

currently responding to additional recommendations for imoroving

the system. ODS reports that in FY84 it will adopt the Defense

Logistics Agency's Base Operating Support System [BOSS] to

provide an automated supply, procurement, and accounting sys-

tem for all stateside purchases of supplies and equipment.

he scheduling and ordering of supplies and equipment have

historically been greatly influenced by the DoDDS budget cycle,

particularly the practice of covering .teachers' annual salary

increases through a supplemental budget request.* Due to uncer-

tainties over congressional authorization of the teachers' sup-

plemental pay increase, regior. have not received authorization

to fully expend their supplies and equipment budgets until

shortly before the cutoff date for encumbering these funds.

Regions have taken different approaches to dealing with this late

influx of funds. These practices ra:Ige from keeping logs of

second-level priority ii ?s (on a school-by-school baf) that

can be ordered imme..iat ly upon release of fluids, to tlhte use of

committees of Regional Office staff that decide: what new piece of

equipment or what school supplies will be ordered for all schools

*Effective wit., the 1983 budget, DGDDS received authorization to
incride estimated teacher salary increases in the budget request,
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in the regiona practicethat is responsible for small schools

in the region having expensive audiovisual equipment in each

classroom.

For aly requisitioning process to be effective it is abso-

lutely critical that standard procedcree exist and that they are

followed. In issuing the DoDDS Material Management Manual, ODS

took a major step in this direction. This manual details the

sources for different types of materials, hew requisition forms

are to be completed, the responsibilities of schools and Regional

Offices, time frames required for delivery, and follow-cp proce-

dures.

Almost all of the school principals interviewed were famil-

iar with this manual (a few were uncertain of it, having dele-

gated procurement resnonsibilities to others). Among the princj-

nals familiar with the procAdural document, three-quarters had

the opportunity or need to personally review its instructions

with the seaool supply clerk. Eight out of 10 principals

reported having no significant problems with the manual. The

problems that were reported tended to be .diosyncratic no the

school in question.

Principals also report having standard policies and criteria

that they can foilow when making decisions regarding the purchase

o supplies and equipment. These policies and criteria have been

found to be useful by almost all school principals. In addition

to formal guidance which has been developed at the ODS, Regional.

Office, and school level, principals also seek the guidance of

others at their facility when determining what equipment and .

8-58 287



materials are to be ordered. Eight out of 10 principals report

depending on teachers and specialists quite a lot or a lot.

Teachers are followed by staff in the principal's office as the

source fir guidance, providing advice to 7 out of 10 principals.

School Advisory Committees and parents are hardly ever involved

in this process at three-quarters of the schools.

Logisticians tend to recommend, particularly in the area of

equipment, that proculement (and disposal) decisions should be

informed by formal studies of usage. Such sties are infre-

quent in the DoDDS system, which relies exclusively on records

kept at the Regional Office, where decisions for re_aacement are

made o^ the basis of age. seven out of 10 schools report never

having formally gathered data on what suop equinment is in v'se.

Six out of 10 have never studied classroom or office equipment.

One-half of the ;:hools have given formal consideratton to audio-

visual equipment (Exhibit 8-25).

M.though principals acknowledge that procurement has im-

proved since implementation of the new system, problems do con-

tinue to be encountered. Only 3 principals in 10 reported having

no problems when procuring supplies and .;u1pment. The length of

time it takes to receive materials and difficulties in tracking

orders were the problems principals most frequently reported

having (Exhibit 8-26). School principals offered recommenda-

tions for improving the process. Four out of 10 DordDS principals

would like to see more use of dir:t processing of orders, and

2 out of 10 believe butter communication is needed netween

8-59
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Regional Office staff that handle these orders and the schools

,(Exhibit 8-27).

The official procurement channels are not the only avenues

available to schools to obtain equipment and supplies. Princi-

pals can be quite creative, and teachers can be quite gererous
O

with out-of-pocket monies: however:, booster organizations appear

to be the most widespread source of extra -DODOS materials. A
ti

full 84 percent of the school principals surveyed reported that .

the school, or patronsof the school, had gone to sources other

than those officially prescribed to obtain equipment or supplies.

The most frequently given reason for doing this was to obtain the

materials ia a more timely, manner (69 pel'cent) or to obtain them

at no cost to the school (47 percent). Quality and lower cost

were infrequently at issue (18 percent).

The problems of timeliness and incomplete deliveries are

reported to vary, depending on,the types of materials in ques-

tion. Home economics supplies, Musical instruments, and large

shop equipment have both the best and worst track records. The

largest proportions of'complete orders being delivered by the

anticipated delivery date and the largest proportion of no part

of the order being received by the anticipated delivery date

occurred in these categories of materials. In all but one cate-

gory asked about, fewer than 2 schools.in 10 had received a com-

plete order by the date they anticipated (Exhibit 8-28). In that.

great disappointment is caused if delivery is.aiticipated errone-

ously, principals were asked what their reference points were.

t %
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EKDERIENCE PERCENT OF SCHOOLS

No Problems 31%

Have Experienced Problem's 69%

Length of time/late delivery 39%

Difficulties tracing orders 39%

.Orders not received/partial receipt lit

Regional Office staff/staffing 181

All other problems 18%

/

*

EXHIBIT 8-26

.

PRINCIPALS REPORTING PROBLEMS
WITH PROCUREMENT OF SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT

8-61
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Regional Office staff that handle these orders and the schools

.(Exhibit 8-27).

The official procurement channels are not the only avenues

available to schools to obtain equipment and supplies. Princi-

pals can be quite creative, and teachers can be quite gererous

with out-of-pocket monies: however, booster organizations appear

to be the most widespread source of extra-DoWS materials. A

full 84 percent of the school principals surveyed reported that

the school, or patrons of the school, had gone to sources other

than those officially prescribed to obtain equipment or supplies.

The most frequently given reason for doing this was to obtain the

materials in a more timely manner (69 peicent) or to obtain them
..

at no cost to the school (47 percent). Quality and lower cost

were infrequently at issue 0.8 percent).

The problems of timeliness and incomplete deliveries are
-,

reported to vary, depending on.the types of materials in ques-

tion. Koine economics supplies, musical instruments, and large

shop equipment have both the best and worst track records. The

largest proportions of complete orders being delivered by the

anticipated delivery date and the largest proportion of no part

of the order being received by the anticipated delivery date

occurred in these categories of materials. In all but one cate-

gory asked about, fewer than 2 schools -in 10 had received a coat-

' plete order by the date they anticipated (Exhibit 8-28). In that

great disappointment is caused if delivery is'anticipated errone-

ously, principals were asked what their reference points were.

8-624291
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RECOMMENDATION PERCENT OF PRINCIPALS

No Recommendation 32%

More Direct Processing 38%

Better/More Timely Communication 21%

Vendors in Closer Proximity 12%

Increased Warehousing 9%

Better/More Guidelines 6%

EXHIBIT 8-27

PRINCIPALS' RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR IMPROVING THE PRoCUREMENT PROCESS

8-63
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MATERIALS ORDERED NONE

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS

4

.40

ALLHALF NOT ALL

d Textbooks 7% 18% 59% 16%

Workbooks 6% 201 60% 14%

Library Books 8% 28% 54% 10%

Audiovisual Equipment 6% 22% 52% 20%

Arts and Crafts 8% 27% 51% 14%

Laboratory Supplies 148 26% 43%- 17%

Home Economics Supplies 14% 171 45% 24%

Large Shop Equipment 26% 151 38% 21%

Training Aids 5% 22% 63% 9%

Athletic Equipment 11% 22% 521 16%

Musical Instruments 14% 14% 44% 27%

School Furniture 21% 28% 33% 13%

Routinely Replenished
Supplies . 4% 24% 59% 141

I . v. 11

4

-EXHIBIT 8-28

PROPORTION OP ORDERS
RECEIVED BY ANTICIPATED DELIVERY DATE
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The most frequent answer was the date supplied by the vendor or

Regional Office or the date as computed according to instructions

in the Materials Management Manual.

Materials Management

Once supplies aidtAlipment have been procured they should

be controlled. The generally accepted method for doing this is

the inventory. Almost all schools report they,do inventory their

supplies and equipment. In the area of equipment. 97 percent of

the schools report c.. nducting inventories; 93 percent inventory

their supplies. The adequacy and accuracy of the techniques

schools employ remain an unknovol and are school devised. ODS has

not issued guidelines for inventories, and no documentation was

found at the regional level prescribing how schools should go*

about doing this.

Once equipment has been procured it must also be maintained.

This involves routine maintenance and the repair of machinery

that is broken down. These are services to be provided by the

cognizant military community as delineated under tnterservice

Support Agreements. Equipment that is under warranty is to be
.

returned to the manufacturer for repair. Depending on the equip-
.

ment, this may be a U.S. or host national concern. Other equip-.

ment is to be repaired either by military personnel or_under

repair contracts arranged by the military. Almost all principals

have had experience with direct military repair of equipment.

three-quarters with host national contracts. and one-half with

manufacturer-provided warranty repair. None ofthese methods

fir 21465



appear to be overwhelmingly satisfactory in terms of timeliness;

principals were only slightly more satisfied with the quality of

repair than with its timeliness (Exhibit 8-29). These data sug-

gest that even though schools may be well equipped. they do not

always have full advantage of the equipment in their possession.

Quality and Adequacy of Materials

An impressive 80 percent of school staff believe DoDDS

instructional supplies and equipment are equal to or better than

what they have experienced stateside. in the area of textbooks,

workbooks, library books, media resources, and media equipment,

over 80 percent of DoDDS schools were reported to have had ade-

quate or very adequate quantities on hand at the start of the

1982-1983 school year (Exhibit 8-30).* The greatest inadequa*cy

is found in the area of vocational education equipment (47

percent of schools) and computer equipment. Sut at the time of

this study, computer education was not yot a fully implemented'

DoDDS curriculum. Those schools offering computer education do

so using equipment procured outside of reoular channels.

Principals rate the physical condition of the materials on hand

according to the same patterns as they do their quantity.

Students (grades 5 to 12) and teachers concur in the overall

adequacy ratings givenby the principals- On t scale of 1 to 4,

*Based on early reports of problems with late deliveries and the
early fall scheduling of data collection, the question was also
asked for the midpoint of the 1981-82 school year. No differ-
ence was found in the response patterns to the two questions.

r 8-66
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HOST
REPAIR RECORD MANUFACTURER MILITARY NAT/ON

No Repairs by This Method 47% 8% 22%

Have Used Method 53% 92% 78%

TIMELINESS OF METHOD

Very Satisfied 7% 6% 12%

Satisfied 33% 44% 46%

Dissatisfied 33% 31% 33%

Very Dissatisfied 29%. 19% 9%

QUALITY OF REPAIR

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

13%

47%

26%

14%

EXHIBIT 8-29

5%

50%

31%

14%

SATISFACTION WITH ALTERNATIVE
METHODS OF REPAIRING EQUIPMENT
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QUANTITY
VERY

ADEQUATE ADEQUATE

-

ADEQUATE
VERY IN-
ADEQUATE

Basic Texts . 50% 41% 8% 1%

Workbooks 37% 48% 12% 3%

Library Books 30% 52% 15% 3%

Supplemental Materials 121 65% 201 33

Midia Resources 29% 59% 10% 2%

Media Equipment 34% 54% 10% 2%

Vocational Education
Equipment 8% 46% 22% 24%

Computer Equipment 4% 13% 26% 56%

Furniture 10% 68% 18% 4%

Office Equipment 17% 63% 17% 3%

Routinely Replenished
Items 15% 70% 12% 2%

PHYSICAL CONDITION

Basic Texts 38% 53% 9% 0%

Workbooks 32% 54% 12% 1%

Library Books 24% 65% 10% 1%

Supplemental Materials 12% 70% 15% 3%

Media Resources 25% 631 10% 2%

Media Equipment 30% 56% 12% 23

Vocational Ed44cation
Equipment *. 8% 528 14% 25%

Computer Equipment 10% 30% 14% 47%

Furniture 8% 66% 20% St

Office Equipment 8% 72% 17% 2%

EXHIBIT 8-30

PRINCIPALS' RATINGS OF SUPPLIES
AND EQUIPMENT
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ratings by L nth students and teachers are above the mean of 2.5

in terms of the quality, quantity, variety, and availability of

materials and equipment.

Principals in a position to judge say there is variation

both across regions and across schools within the region in the

availability of equipment and materials for student use. When

the data reported by teachers are examined by region they support

this perception (Exhibit 8-31). Quality is the factor most cow-

parable across regions but not as comparable as would be expected

given the DODOS curriculum development plan and procurement poli-

cies that standardize the textbooks and equipment that can be

ordered. Differences are more marred in the quantity, variety,

and availability aspects that are more subject to regional pOlicy

and budget levels. Teachers in Panama tend to rate their

instructional materials slightly higher than teachers in other.

regions; teachers in the Atlantic rate their materials slightly

lower.

Under the Five-year-Curriculum Development Plan textbooks

and supplemental materials are ordered and financed at the world-

wide level during the year of implementation. Principals need

not budget for this replacement of instructional.materials.

There'are reported instances of this process resulting in

excesses, since the quantities ordered are based on school

enrollments and ratios, not on how programs are operated at

specific schools. The data suggest (Exhibit 8-32) this may

indeed have happened in the cases of mathematics and music, where

teachers report.quantities of instructional materials that are
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QUALITY QUANTITY

4

VARIETY

1-

AvAILABIITY

All Rogions 3.1 2.8 2.8 247

Germany-North 3.2 2.9 2.9 2.8

Germany-South 3.1 2.7 2.7 2.6

Atlantic 2.9 2.6 2.5 2.3

Mediterranean 3.1 3.0 2.9 2.7

Pacific 3.0 2.6 2.6 2.7

Panama 3.4 3.1 3.0 2.3

4-point scale

$

EXHIBIT 8-31

TEACHER MEAN RATING OF INSTRCQTIONAL
. SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT
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PROGRAM BY YEAR
CURRICULUM
IMPLEMENTED

INSTRUCTION
MATERIALS
LESS THAN

5 YEARS OLD

1977 Health 59%
Physical Educ. 73%
Social Studies 66%

(s

1978 Career Education 80%
Language Arts 70%

1979 Science
Special Education
Compensatory Educ.
Career Education

1980 Mathematics
Special Education
Compc*satory Educ.
Career Edu6ation

76%
77%
92%
80%

87%
77%
92%
80%

1981 Music 92%
Arts 4 Humanities 93%

1982 Foreign Langu..9e 87%
Vocational Educ. 79%

1 ,)

*4-point scale

e

0

PERCENT REPORTINO

EQUIPMENT :CAN RATING*
LEsS THAN OF MATERIALS
5 YEARS
OLD QUALITY QuAsixT7

EXHIBIT 8-.32

68%
63%
62%

76%
71%

71%
80%
90%
76%

83%
80%
90%
76%

82%
71%

72%
53%

2.7 2.6
2.A 2.5

2.7

2.9 2.6
2.8 2.7

2.9 2.8
3.1 2.8
3.0, 2.6
2.9 2.6

3.2 3.0
3.1 2.8
3.0 2..6L

2.9 2.6

3.3 2.0
3.2 2.8

3.4 2.7
2.5

CONDITIONS OF INSTRUCTIONAL .

MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT COVERED BY THE
FIVE -Y' AR CURRI.MILUM DEVELOPMENT PLAN

!$

30(1
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more than adequate (mean ratings of 3.02 and 3.03 on a 4-point

scale). Schools themselves may be over-ordering in some subject

areas, particularly readirigi where one in three teachers reported

instructional materials to be more than adequate in terms of

quantity.

Many schools appear to be depending on the Five-Year Cur-

riculum Development plan to replenish supplies. Four out of 10

schools have not secured new materials for their health programs

since the health currielum was implemented. Although subject

areas vary, the curriculum development cycle appears to ',De

instrumental in the acquisition and replacement of supplies.

The first line of domision making regarding educational

equipment is with the principal. With input from the teachers

and within the budget authorized by ODS and the region, princi-

pals determige what equipment will be ordered. With the excep-

tion of career education and vocational education, which depend
*

more on heavy e--,uipment than do other subjects, Principals rate

the quantity, available toward the more than adequate side of the

scale (Exhibit 8-33). Even with vocational education and career'

education, the quantity of equipment is given ratings above or

equal to the mean of the scale used: however, in 4 out of 10

sohools'offering these programs the principal perceives an

inadequate quantity of equipment. It is possible that when

decisions are made within schools' budgets, the more costly

programs do not receive evual treatment.

8-72.
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QUALITY OF EQUIPMENT
QUANTITY OF
EQUIPMENT

SUBJECT AREA PRINCIPALS TEACHERS PRINCIPALS

Vocational Education 2.8 2.8 2.6

Career Education 2.7 3.0 2.5

Physical Education 2.9 2.6 2.9

Music 3.1 3.1 3.0

Science 2.8 2.8 2.9

Mathematics 3.2 3.0 3.1

Social Studies 3.1 2.8 3.2

4-point scale

EXHIBIT 8-33

MEAN RATING OF SCHOOL STAFF
REGARDING AVAILABILITY

8-73
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

TheMajor Construction Program

DoDDS is taking an organized approach to upgrading the most

inadequate of its facilities. The process is a centralized one

that has essentially delegated only design to the regional level,

while providing philosophical and some procedural guidance.

Any changes that would be recommended in this area are at

the margins of the process. representing refinements. For exam-

ple, the square footage allowances in effect are now seven years

old, and there is evidence that these allovAces may be limiting

to high schools and small schools. DoDDS currently entertains

requests for waivers of these standards. ODS should review the

criteria and consider developing alternative criteria or ranges,
tar

specifically to accommodate small schools. Dot= is a system

with many smell schools. Such alternatives as opposed to case-

by-case waivers would help further ensure equity in the,con-

struction program.

The philosophy of participation in the development of educe-
,

tiara' specifications and involvement of educators in all

decision-making stages might be further emphasized. There is

currently.no evidence to demons rate problems resulting from the

limited involvement of educators planning; however, such pro-
.

blems would not surface for several years given the number of

yearsrequired for planning, design, construction and occupation

of school buildings.

The process as it is carried out at the regional level would

benefit from some improvement in communications between ODS and

3gq
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the Regional Offices. Specifically, regional facilities special-

ists might be better able to deal with and resolve pressures from

the military communities with which they deal if they were

involved more immediately in prioritizing and budget allocation

for the worldwide construction program, better informed of the

congressional MILCON budget process, and briefed on the how and

why of decisions made at ODS,

Minor Construction, Repair, and Maintenance'

The military engineering offices, on which schools depend

for minor construction repair and malntenance, operate according

to DOD resource management regulations, which require forward

planning and scheduling. DoDDS has not formally implemented a

planning program; thus, what planning occurs is discretionary and

undertaken according to methods and procedures agreed to between

school principals and engineers. Principals complain they do not

receive timely services. Encineers manage their offices in such

a way that staff are not available to respond to short-term

requests, other than emergencies. Systemwide guidance, bringing

DoDDS into conformance with .the system on which it depends, is

seen as one means of improving those services. DoDDS has pre-

pared such procedures and is responding to comments from the ser-

vices. It is expected they will be incorporated in DoD Manual

1342.6-M-1 and dissaeminated at the sdrt of the 1983-84 school

year. We recommend that persons knowledgiable in such proced-

ures, with the interest of the schools their primary objective,

be available to assist and advise each school individually to

ensure full asld satisfactory implementation.

8-75
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Furthei.improvement in services might also be recognized if

there were standard procedures for monitoring. Current methods

to ensure that schools are receiving the services they are

authorized to receive are lax. School principals and complex

coordinators have no specific guidance as to how they should go

about doing this, and the branches of service are under different

guidance as to how to report (voucher) the services provided. It

may be that such monitoring is a function best served above the

school or school complex level Where comparative data would be

available for evaluation, yet not at an administrative level as

far removed as the Regional Office. Intermediate level monitor-

ing would minimize the administrative burden on principals and

alleviate the need to train all DoDDS principals in logistical

technicalities. 3y locating the function below a regional level,

it would be possible to give greater and more individualized

attention to what is happening at each school or in different

communities.

The current approach to funding the minor construction pro-

gram only adds to delays in undertaking new projects. iy using

the approach now employed in the major construction program which

separates the authorization of design and execution funds, engi-

neering offices could be more responsive to schools' needs. As

the minor construction program now operates, design for DODDS

projects does not begin at most military installations until Con-,

struction funds are authorized, with contractors identified after

that point- Combined with the recent experience that such funds

are not authorized until late in the fiscal year, the minor

a-005
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construction program ends up out 'of synchronization with the

school year and the desire to undertake the construction during

the summer months. It is also not uncommon for funds to be

received too late to be fully committed and thus lost at the end

of the fiscal year.

The General Accounting Office recommendation that DoDDS

return to reimbursing the services rather than authorizing them

to charge DoDDS' funds directly is reinforced by the findings of

this study. DoDDS has indicated that they are returning to a

reimbursable system.

Eupplies and Equipment ('

While there has been sicnificant improkement in the procure

ment processes and procedures used by DoDDS in recent years,

there is room for more improvement. Practices of making procure

ment decisions at regional and ODS levels (when they are not

given information by schools) are questionable, as they appear to

result in inequitable distribution of some resources.

Earlier problems of system breakdowns at the DGSC level do

appear to be resolved. The bottleneck has been moved to the

regional level. This may still be too far removed from the

schools to provide the individualized attention necessari.when

problems due to late, incomplete, or erroneous deliveries are

encountered. Procurement may benefit.by having decision making

and operational functions located organizationally closer to the

schools and by ensuring that the persons involved in the process

are qualified to undertake the task at hand. This conclusion

. coming out of the Comprehensive Study is different from that

8-77
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reached by DoDDS and leading to the plans for a centralized

ordering system. It is recommended that the BOSS system be

rigorously evaluated once it has been implemented.

Lacking an inventory system. DoDDS does not know what equip-

ment it owns, although it does know what has been placed in the

schools. While this information need not reside at a worldwide.

level,it should be routinely available within the system. It

should also be available in a standardized manner to permit

periodic systemwide assessments of status. At a minimum, the

=duct of inventories following procedures that should be

developed by OCS and recognized as managerially sound should be

required of all schools.

the information gathered as part of this Comprehensive Study

suggests that there may be some inequity in the distribution of

resources across schools and across regions. More detailed

analyses of the decision making and

supplies and equipment are required

reasons behind these differences.

307
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CHAPTER 9

PUPIL TRANSPORTATION

OVERVIEW OP THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

The transportation of pupils to and from school, on field

trips, and to extracurricular events is a service provided to

DoDDS on a reimbursable basis by the military communities in

which the schools are located. As indicated in Exhibit 9-1,

principals overwhelmingly report that the manner in which these

services are provided is either satisfactory dr very satisfac-

tory. Some variation occurs in the provision of services-across

regions, most notably in regard to reliability (Exhibit 9-2).

Seven of every 10 principals report that these services are

fully supportive of thelschool's ability to offer a full educa-

tional program and to make that program available to all stu-
.

- dents. Outside of the core educational program, transportation

services are reported as supportive of field trips at 6 of every

10 schools and of extracurricular events at only one-half.of the

schools.

DOD has delegated responsibility for school bus safety to

the installation commander providing the service and not to

DoDDS. Whilr. the data indicate safety to be satisfactory at 86

percent of schools, there is room for concern in this area: 14

percent of DoDDS bus riders use transportation services at the 16

percent of schools there principals rated safety as unaatis-

factory or very unsatisfactory. Roughly the same percentages

reappear in the response of transportation officers to the query

9-1
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VERY VERY
SATIS- SATIS- UNSAT1S- UNSATIS-

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS FACTORY FACTORY FACTORY FACTORY

Safety 28% 57% 10% 6%

Auality 32% 62% 6% 1%

Reliability 36% 57% SS 2%

Adequacy 32% 61% 6% 1%

*.PERCENT DISTRIBUTION
OF BUS RIDERS

Safety 31% 55% 8%

Quality 421 54% 41

Reliability 41% 35% 2%

Adequacy 34% 54% 12%

*Less than 0.51.

n

EXHIBIT 91

PRINCIPALS' RATINGS OF TRANSPORTATION-SERVICES
AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OP PUPILS

R/DING BUSES
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SAFETY QUALITY RELIABILITY ADEQUACY

ALL RFGIONS 3.1 3.2 3.2 3.2

Germany-North 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.1

Germany-South 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.2

Atlantic 3.0 3.2 3.2 3.2

Mediterranean 3.0 3.3 3;4 3.1

Pacific 3.3 3.4 3.6 3.6

Panama 3.2 3.2 3.4 3.4

4-point scale.

r

EXHIBIT 9-2

PRINCIPALS' MEAN RATINGS OF PUPIL TRANSPORTATION
SERVICES BY REGION
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regarding how frequently they conduct required reviews of safety

with 15 percent not conducting reviews of vehicles and 19 percent

not conducting reviews of sChool bus loading and unloading areas.

Systemwide, vehicle reviews are on the average conducted once a

month, and reviews of loading/unlcading areas twice a month.

Local level military transportation officers and school

principals typically confer to project the school's needs for

transportatIOn. This information isechanneled up to Regional

Office and Command levels by the -tilitary where Interservice

Support Agreements are generally negotiated. The school smAem

provides the busing requirements, the military estimates costs.

At the local level, transportation decisions are guided by

policy that describes eligibility for busing and the requirement

that busing services be provided at least cost. Techniques

available to control costs include examination of alternative

methods of providing services (e.g., contract vehicles and/or

personael vs. military vehicles and/o,: personnel) coordinating

bus routes across schools, monitoring the number of students

traveling individual routes, and establishing a commuting area

beyond which parents must arrange for transportation.

TEE COST OF STUDENT. TRANSPORTATION

Given that DoDDS'. daily commute and field trip transporta-

tion costs account for 10 percent of the total budget (as oppoied

to an estimated stateside average of 5 percent for 1982-83),

DoDDS must watch these services carefully. In conjunction

with the military services. DoDDS has undertaken a program to

9-4
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encourage use of economies. A detailed study has been fielded to

assess whether the most cost- effective means is being used at

individual commands. The utility of this study to those beyond

the community for assessing effectiveness has, however, been

hindered tor the use of noncomparable data. The noncomparability

of information has been reported as a problem encountered by

DoDDS complex coordinators and business manage.cs attempting to

assess the efficiency with which bus services are being provided.

This was also a problem within the scope of the current

study. Lacking standardized information keeping and reporting,

the data collectdd within the framework of the Comprehensive

Study are limited and subject to numerous constraints. For exam-

ple, mileage figures are understated in that they do not reflect

the miles clocked on field trips: some communities do not charge

DoDDS for buses traveling limited distances. The data, neverthe-

less, do provide the opportunity to examine expenditures in this

area.

0 Exhibit 9-3 provides a comparison of average stateside

transportation costs with those of DoDDS. The most current data

available on stateside student transportation are for the 1979-80

school year. These data have been adjusted using the Public

Transportation component of the Consumer Price Index. This

component includes salaries, maintenance, fuel, and replacement.

costs. 1979-80 data have been adjusted to reflect change between

the average CPI for the period September 1979 through August 1980

to the full year CPI for 1982.

31,2
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Transportation Budget
(50OO)

Percent of Total Current
Expenditures

Total Annual Miles (000)

Total Pupils Transported

Percent of Total Pupils

Annual Miles Per Pupil

Cost Per Mile

Cost Per Pupil Transported

DoDDS
1982-83

STATESIDE

ACTUAL
1979-80

ADJUSTED TO
1982

$44,242

10%

22,541

61,257

60%

277

$1.96

$544

$3,833,145

4%

2,831,824

21,468,044

56%

132

$1.35

$179

-

5%

.17

Mo

$2.00

$265.

Source: Survey of DoDDS School Principals, National Center for
Education. Statistics. Consumer Price Index for Public Trans-
portation.

EXHIBIT 9-3

COMPARISON OF DoDDS PUPIL TRANSPORTATION COTS
WITH NATIONWIDE STATESIDE AVERAGE COSTS
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As noted previously, the proportion of the budget for cur-
.

rent operation earmarked for pupil trarsportation is twice as

high within DoDDS as the stateside national average. The proper-
,

tson of the budget expended on pupil transportation -is.related to

several variables. Among theme are the proportion of enrolled

students using the bus servi4e. the miles traveled per strAent.

variations in the cost of ""el, and the salaries that can be

negotiated for drivers and maintenance crews.

.1

Dita are not available that would permit comparisons

stateside salaries for transportation with DoDDS. However. in

some countries in which schools are located (mo4; noteOly

Germany) employee benefits for those tired through the local

economy exceed those of American nationals, thus in:lating this

component of costs above stateside experience. Data available on

fuel costs (for countries where SS percent of the schools are

located) indicate that three-quarters of all DoDDS schools are in

countries were diesel.fuel, purchasud on the local economy. is

more expensive than that available through the U.S. economy. To

the extent that cone ac=ed bus services include fuel_59sts i:1

those countries, DoDDS transportation costs are being driven

higher than stateside experiences There are no data indicating

how much of the fuel used to transport DoDDS commuters is being

purchased locally.

While 22 states transport a larger proportion of their

students than does DoDDS, and 3 states transport them farther, no

state transports a larger percentage of sts students greater

distances than DoDDS. States that most closely approximate DoDDS

314
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in this respect are Icwa, Kansas, Montana, and Wyoming. The

transportation costs in these four states are compared with DoDDS

costs in the first part of Exhibit 9-4. DoDDS transports 128

percent as many pupils arthese states (on average) with the

average DoDDS bus rider traveling 119 percent as many miles as

the average rider across these 4 states. DoDDS costs per pupil

and costs per mile, however, are 147 percent and 130 percent,

respectively, of the average in these states.

There is a general tendency stateside (though not absolute)

for the cost per mile to decrease as the per pupil mileage

increases. Kansas, Montana, Nebraska, South Dakota, and Wyoming

are most like DoDDS in terms of cost per mile and mileage per

pupil: DoDDS transports its bus riders 103 percent as many miles

as these 5 states do, on average? however, DoDDS does so at 128

percent the cost per mile. While DoDDS's transportation burden

is higher than typical stateside experience, the higher percen-

tage of current revenues spent on transportation does not appear

to be totally explained by the greater per-pupil mileage,

USE OF SCHOOL BUSES

Bus transportation services are nearly universally utilized

in the DoDDS setting. Fewer than 4 percent of the schools do not

use buses to assist in pupils' daily commutes. Among students

interviewed, 52 percent report using school buses as their

primary mode of transportation to and from school. High schools

serve larger areas than elementary schacis and, as would be

expected,' a higher proportion of students in grades 5 through

9-8
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% OF
PUPILS

TRANSPORTED

MILES
PER

PUPIL

% OF
CURRENT

EXPENDITURE

ADJUSTED* COST

PER
PUPIL
BUSED

BR
MILE

DoDDS 60% 289 10.3% $544 $1.96

Average: 4 47% 243 4.8% $369 $1.51
States

Iowa 49% 230 4.3% $305 $1.33
Kansas 43% 252 5.3% $400 $1.58
Montana 5.0% 249 4.9% $395 $1.58
Wyoming 46% 240 4.6% $374 $1.55

DoDDS/4-State '123% 119% 215% 147% 130%
Ratio

Average: 5 41% 281 5.0% $429 $1.53
States

Kansas 43%* 252 5.3% $400 $1.58
Montana 50%
Nebraska 26%
S. Dakota 38%

249
326
338

4.9%
4.7%
5.5%

$395
$564
$412

$1.58
$1.73
$1.21

a
:

Wyoming 46% 240 4.6% $375 $1.55

DoDDS/5-State 146% 103% 206% .127% 128%
Ratio

*Stateside data for 1979-80 adjusted to the Consumer Price Index
for Pubftc Transportation.

EXHIBIT 9-4

COMPARISON OF DoDDS TRANSPORTATION COSTS
WITH THOSE 'OF SELECTED STATES

.
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12 report riding busts (51 percent) than students in the lowir

grades (40'percent).

The degree to which parents depend on school buses to carry

their children varies by region, with 8 out of 10 students riding

the school.bus in the Pacific, Mediterranean, and Atlantic. In

Germany-South and the Pacific, the proportion is 6 out of 10.

Germany-North has the lowest incidence"of school bus usage, with

5 out of every 10 students using this mode of transportation.

Overall use of school buses for commutes to and from school

approximates the nationwide average for stateside school systems.

Dobbs studerits, however, cover much greater distances than the

typical stateside student. The average OoDDS student spends 24

minutes on the bus in the morning and again in the afternoon..

Students in Germany-North, Germany- South, and-the Pacific

reported spending the longest time'onthe bus. A one-way commute

in these regions is on the average eight minutes longer than the

commute in the Mediterranean and the Pacific (Exhibit 9-5). As

may be expected, some students spend as little as five minutes or

less on the bus. The longest time reported in the survey data was

160 minutes in a 1-way commute.

pop regulations specify that principals and installat4.on

commanders are to define an outside perinieter for school bus

pickup. Factors to be considered when establishing boundaries

include availability of housing in proximity to the school and

elapsed travel time via other available modes of transportation.

317
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ALL REGIONS

Germany-North

GerMany-SOuth'

Atlantic

Mediterranean

Pacific

Panama

ONE-WAY
COMMUTE

24 Minutes

28 Minutes

28 Minutes

20 Minutes

20 Minutes

29 Minutes

*Sample size inadequate to generalizer

EXHIBIT 9-5

AVERAGE TIME SPENT INA ONE-WAY
SCHOOL BUS COMMUTE

r. 9-11
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Those residing outside of this area are responsible for getting

the child to a pickup point or to the school itself. Four out of

10 schools report that some families live outside of the commut-

ing area, and 14 percent of the parents interviewed reported that

their children spend additional time in commuting. Among chil-

dren of these parents an extra 30 minutes is spent getting to the

school bus pickup point. This ie a situation encountered some-

what more frequently by parents assigned to Germany than among

those stationed in other DoDDS regions. In Germany about 20

percent of :parents reported their children depend on more than

just the DoDDS bus to get to school. Some cases of this situa-

tion were reported in the Atlantic (11 percent) and Mediterranean

(6 percent). Mone of the parents interviewed in the Pacific and

Panama reported use of multiple modes of transportation. Conver-

sations with parents assigned to Germany outside Of Che represen-

tative survey indicated on-base housing shortages and the non-

receptivity of some German communities can be the deciding factor

when housing decisions are made. Some, thus,.may not have the

choice to live within the commute area established by the

school principal and community commander.

Three-quarters of these parents, evenly distributed across

all military services, reported being aware of the necessity for

their children to use a means of transportation other than the

school bus when they moved into their cunent housing. This

suggests that while the commuting area imposed by DoDDS and DoD

regulations results in some students being inconvenienced, the



system in three out of four cases is providing adequate infor-

mation to parents before they make housing decisions.

Among the DoDDS students not using the buses. 83 percent

walk to school, while another 9 percent live too close to the

school to qualify for DoDDS subsidized transportation but are

using means other than walking. Three-quarters of the parents

driving their children to school reported no inconvenience.

DISCIPLINE ON THE BUSES

Twenty-four minutes is a long time for children to be con-
,

fined in a limited space. and fully half of the older students

interviewed rated discipline on their buses as poor to very poor

(52 percent). The noise level (15 percent), standing up (18 per-

cent), and more serious behavior such as !ighting and indecency

(23 percent) were cited by the older students as being problems

on their buses. The younger students were also encouraged to

talk about their school bus rides. All but 11 percent like

riding their school buses. Those who do not complained about the

noise. Informally. teachers and administrators reported that

the prz..blems occurring on buses are oftentimes carried into the

school either through early morning hyperactivity on the part of

younger students or eruptions of violence among those older ones

seeking to resolve arguments begun on the way to vet(Ool.

-Under DoD regulations it is the local commander who is

responsible for the development and enforcement of standards of

stUdent behavior on buses. Comparable with many stateside

320,
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systems' policies, neither DoDDS nor the military is auttorized

to hire or pay individuals to monitor student behavior on school

buses. The exception to this is in one country where host

national laws require monitoring. Approximately two-thirds (68

percent) of students in grades 5 to 12 are unmonitored on their

daily commutes to and from school, regardless of the amount of

time they spend on the school bus (Exhibit 9-6). Monitors are

almost unknown in Germany, where only 2 students in.10 ride a

monitored bus. Half of all bus riders are monitored in the

remaining regions.

Among students reporting discipline as good or very good on

their buses, most attributed it to control by the bus driver or

monitor. On buses transporting DODDS students it is not as easy

to assume that drivers will take responsibility for discipline as

it is stateside. All students sampled reported their drivers to

be host nationals. Driving skills, as demonstrated by the

ability to pass driving tests in host nations--not fluency in the

English language--are the criteria used by the military and bus

contractors in their selection. Four out of 10 principals saw

this lack of English proficiency as being something mcze a

minor problem at their schools.

Ofthe 32,percent of students in grades 5 to 12 riding on

the buses that do have monitors, half reported that parents

assume this responsibility. Exhibit 9-7 identifies the other

types of individuals that fill this role for the remaining 17

percent of bus riders. Where host nation laws do not require bus

3
9-14

321
a./



0

ALL STUDENTS

e 3-15 minutes

16-30 minutes

31-45 minutes

More than 45 minutes

ALL BUSED
STUDENTS

MONITORED
STUDENTS

UNMONITORED
STUDENTS

100% .° 32, 68%

37% 15% 22%

42% 10% 32%

8% 2% 6%

13% 5% 8%

.

EXHIBIT 9-6
if

DISTRIBUTION OF MONITORED BUS
RIDERS BY, TIME'SPENT IN ONE-WAY COMMUTE

1,

ct
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PERCENT

Interviewed Students Bused 51%

Bused Students Monitored 32%

Bus Riders Monitored by

Parents 55%

Students 15%

Host country nationals 15%

U.S. military personnel 51

Other 10i

4/

FIGURE 9-7

PERCENT OF GRADE 5 TO 12 STUDENTS
HAVING BUS MONITORS

9-16
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monitors, this role is served on a voluntary basis, is a duty

required of parents by.community commanders, or is paid for

through voluntary organizations in the community.

Half of.the parents interviewed whose children are unmoni-

tored (48 percent) saw this as a problem ranging in magnitude

from minimal (7 percent) to great (41 percent). The data suggest

the level of parental concern is not a function of grade level.

Parents voiced concern in roughly equal proportions, whether

their children were in elementary, middle or high school. -

Parents residing in the Mediterranean were more positive toward

safety than those in other regions. In the Mediterranean 7 out

of 10 saw the Luses as safe even when they lack monitors. Those

in the Atlantic were most concerned, with 7 out of 10 seeing a

definite problem and unsafe conditions stemming from' lack of bus

monitors. In the remaining regions parents were evenly divided

in their assessments of the safety of this situation.

Problems occurring on school buses (as reported by students,

parents, teachers, or members of the community) are channeled

through the principal to the Military transportation officer.

Principals reported an even greater need for monitors than did

parents. While half of the parents in the sample whose children

ride buses saw no problem, due to the absence of-monitors, the

data below indicate that principals have definite opinions

regarding the need f,-x- monitorst

Great Need 40%
Moderate Need 24%
Small Need 21%
No Need-g 14%

(;
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When this issue was addressed in greater depth with selected

principals, transportation officers, and community commanders,

they noted problems in getting volunteer programs to fill the

gap. Individual communities are addressing the issue in a

variety of ways. Some encourage residents of the community to

ride the buses to and from work on a space available basis: in

others, booster clubs foot the bill for salaried monitors.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMEMDATIONS

In any examination of the issues of bus rionitoring it is

essential to keep the overall picture in perspective. Wring the

1982-33 school year slightly more than 40 percent of all DoDDS

students were riding unmonitored school.buses. Twenty percent of

the parents of all DoDDS students were concerned about their

safety on these unmonitored buses, and were vocal about their

concern.

A systemwide-- funded schbol bus monitoring program does not

appear to be justified, although a monitoring program designed to

alleviate the specific problems being experienced does appear to

be justified. The criteria under which monitors may tle hired

should be relaxed. For example, DoDDS might fund monitors 0n a

country-specific basis or where elementary and secondary students

share buses. Additionally, volunteer monitoring programs should

be actively encouraged as systemwide policy. Local communities

and the schools might be assisted in this through dissemination

of information on how successful volunteer programs operate in

different settings. 325
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Despite limitatibns in available data, there is evidence that

costs of,transporting DoDDS daily commuters may be higher than

necessary. Although transportation services are provided through

the utlitary, accountability for the funds spent on transporta-

tion rests with DoDDS, which should continue to expand its

current efforts to control costs in its transportation program.

Systemwide policies, and not those of the services, are needed as

a first step in this process. To accomplish this. DoDDS will

require the support of DoD in,developing, promulgating, and

enforcing policies. Standardized accounting practices are being

implemented which will permit examination of costs across com-

munities. Only through such comparisons will it be possible to

identify excessive costs and to take appropriate action. At the
Vs

time of this study, DoDDS -wide there were only three positions

(including one at ODS) filled with people qualified to evaluate

transportation programs. Local school bus routes, the pack of

individual buses, and the efficiency of decisicns regarding con-

tract vs. direct hire of drivers at 269 schoo3s cannot reasonably

be monitored from Washington. ODS reports sistems to control and

monitor costs and the personnel to do so currently are being put

in place.

I
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CHAPTER 10

OTHER ASPECTS OF SUPPORT

a

Many of the functions associated with resource management

and maintenance come under the purview of the community com-

mender. Maintenance and repair of school facilities, -cult.:odial

services, transportation services, and maintenance of equipment

discussed in earlier chapters are only pArt of the picture.' The

DoDDS school, through its dependencies. has very close' ties with

the military community in which it is located. The community

commander is specifically charged to promide administrative and

logistics support to the OoDDS activities. Almost all of these

services are provided on a reimbursable basis and involve admini-

strators working directly with representatives of the military

community to ensure that the support received is responsive to

school needs. Among these services, student feeding is somewhat

unique in that it is exclusively the responsibility og the mili-.

tary community to arrange for such programs. Congress has called

for committees to be established at several levels to advise

school administrators and the military commanders on issues con-

. cerning dependents' education. Additionally. commanderd are to

assign a member of their staff to liaison role of Schools

Officer. This chapter reviews.these various support arrangsMents

and the manner in which they are operating.

GENERAL SUPPORT OF THE MILITARY COMMUNITIES

It can be hypothesized that one factor in the complex sup-

port system of a DoDDS school is the relationship that exists

«
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between the key actors. Veveral questions were asked of the

school principals and community commanders who were-interviewed

as a mean of examining thenvironment in which services are
8.

,provided. When.encouraged to talk. about the community corn-

mender's relationship with the school, 66 perceat of the princi-

pals were definitely positivo. Terms such as interested (46 per-

cent). supportive (46 percent), cooperative (14 percent), and

available (11 percent) were most typical of those used (Exhibit_

10-1). On a 5-point scale of satisfaction the mean score given

by principals was 4.3.

Regrette)ly, the services provided by these communities do

not a:1 rate as high as the attention the commanders give to the

schools. Transportation, repair, maintenance, and minor con-.

struction services, given the percentage of the DoDbS budget

which they consume, have been singled out for extended discussion

in earlier sections. Exhibit 102 provides a comparlson'of the

overall ratings .given these,servIces by principals withthcse

they give to other services provided under the auspices of the =

military. The data are based on a 4-point scale wherea rating

of 4 is very satisfictory and 2.5 represents a mean score. Ma1 P.

services are the only services rating below tbi mean. althowpi

when specific problems are brought to the attention of the

responsible office, satisfaction is achieved. Ail other'services

rate above the mean, though only protective services and trana

portation begin to approach the very satisfactory mzrk.

DoDDS principals tend to be in fairly frequent contact

with the community commanders, .P2 percent on a weekly basis and

S
0
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DESCRIPTION OF PERCENT OF
COMMANDS PRINCIPALS

Interested 17%

Highly Interested 29%

Supportive 20%

Very/Highly Supportive 26%

Cooperative 9%

Very/Highly Cooperative 6%,

Always Available 11%

Other Positive Terms 26%

Neutral 6%

Negative Terms 6%

EXHIBIT 10-1

TERMS USED BY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS TO DESCRIBE
COMMUNITY COMMANDERS' ATTITUDES TOWARD THEIR SCHOOLS

329
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TYPE OF SERVICE

OVERALL
RATING OF
SATISFACTION

RESPONSIVENESS
TO PROBLEMS

Transportation 3.2 3.2

Repair/Maintenance 2.8 2.9

ComMunity Services 3.1 3.0

Protective Services 3.3 3.2

Safety 3.0 3.0

Heating and Cooling 3.1 3.1

School Lunch 2.5 3.6

Medical Services 2.7 2.8

Communication Services 2.7 2.8

Mail Service 1.8 2.8

4 -point scale.

EXHIBIT 10-2

PRINCIPALS' MEAN RATINGS OF LOGISTICS SUPPORT
SERVICES PROVIDED THROUGH TgE MILITARY

10-4
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another 27 percent at least twice a month. The frequency of

contact isk not a predictor of the principals' satisfaction with

the maintenance services received by the school.

The general satisfaction that principals express regarding

their relationships with community commanders leads one to sur-

mise that the problems they bring are dealt with appropriately,

since most ^f this contact is.prompted by problems. Principals

report they contact the community commander only when necessary

(36 percent of principals) or when they have a problem (44 per-

cent). Other reasons given for contacting commanders are to

attend scheduled meetings (14 percent), to discuss plans affect-

ing the school (14 percent), and to obtain information (19 per-

cent).

D0DDS principals appear to value involvement with the mili-

tary community and its representatives. Eight colt of 10 princi-

pals interviewed reported engaging in some specific activity in

order to "stay close" to the military community. Use of formal

lines of communication such as attendance at the commander's

staff meetings and keeping the commander's staff informed were

the most.freqtiently reported practices. Attendance at the mili-

tary community's social service functions and participation in

community social functions were the next most frequently men-

tioned practices (Exhibit 10-3).

The typical commander interviewed also reported keeping

informed of school activities. Exhibit 10-4 summarizes the fre-

quency with which community commanders are briefed on school. -

related programs and problems. Fully half are briefed by their

10-5
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PRACTICES TO STAY CLOSE TO
COMMANDER

PERCENT OF
PRINC/PALS

Cu Nothing Specific 16%

Attend Staff Meetings 23%

Keep Commander's Staff Informed 23%

Participate in Social Service Functions 18%

Attend Social Functions 18%

Through the SAC IS%

-Send Commander School :!ewstetters. etc. 13%

Other Social Contact 13%

Attend Military Functions 3%

All Other Practices Reported 18%

EXHIBIT 10-3

PERCENT OF PRINCIPALS USING SPECIFIC PRACTICES
TO STAY CLOSE TO THE MILITARY COMMUNITY

10-6
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FREQUENCY OF
BRIEFINGS

COMMANDER'S
STAFF

DODDS
STAFF

SAC
MEMBERS

More Often Than
Weekly 18% 3% 6%

Weekly 35% 271 6%

Twice a Month 6% 6% 3%

Monthly 9% 18% 41%

Every Six Weeks 3% 15% 121

Twice a Year 3% 9% 0%

As Required 12% 9% 12%

Seldom or Never 15% .12% 19%

EXHIBIT 10-4

FREQUENCY OF COMMUNITY COMMANDER
BRIEFINGS ON SCHOOL ISSUES

CONDUCTED BY DIFFERENT TYPES OF PERSONS

iF..
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staff at least weekly, However, some commanders assume a more

removed position fromithe schools. Approximately 2 out of 10

report receiving briefiftgs on school topics twice a year seldom,

or never. The reasons behind the infrequency of briefing were

not pursued.

In addition to tile community commander, the role of Schools

Officer has been created to provide a link between the school and

the military system/on which the school depends. Each community

commander is to appoint a staff member to serve as Schools Offi-

cer, acting as liaison between school and military community. By

definition this is a role that could be particularly important in

the area of support services. Four of the schools visited

reported having no Schools Officer for various extenuating rea-

sons.

At 27 percent of the schools the principals reported that

although a Schools Officer had been designated, he or she was not

involved with the school. Another 33 percent rated the officer

as neither involved nor uninvolved. Despite this relatively low

frequency of involvement, principals are satisfied (82 percent)

with their Schools Officer. As reported by community commanders,

Schools Officers spend few of their working hours dealing with

school matters (Exhibit 10-5). Perhaps, given the overall satis-

faction of principals, and the low involvement, the time spent

attending to school issues is well directed and results in

satisfactory outcomes. The data show very low correlations

between the presence of maintenance Problems and the time the

10-8
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TIME SPENT
ON SCHOOL ACTIVITIES PERCENT OP COMMANDS

percent of time or less 31%

10 percent of time 14%

15-20 percent of time 11%

40-50 percent of time 6%

98-100 percent of time 23%

EXHIBIT 10-5

PERCENT OF TIME SCHOOLS
OFFICERS DEVOTE TO SCHOOL ACTIVITIES

10-9
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Schools Officer devotes to the school (rw3.08) or between the

severity of problems and the time the officers devote (r=0.28).

The principals recognize the Schools Officer as the liaison

between school and military (58 percent). Further, 36 percent of

the principals interviewed view this individual as a facilitator

and point of contact in regard to the support services the school

is to receive from its cognizant community. Other functions in

which Schools Officers become involved are provided in Exhibit

10-6.

STUDENT FEEDING PROGRAM

Provision of meals to students during the course of tha

school day is a service provided by the military without involve-

ment of the DODDS 'system. Unlike stateside school systems, DoDDS

has no authorization to provide a student meal program. Whether

or not meals will be availiolle to students during the school day

is discretionary on the part bf the military community in which

the school resides. These programs, where they are elected, are

to be self-sustaining and are not subsidized by DoDDS or the

military community. The meal services are arranged through the

food services organization serving the installation. The ratio-

nale is that DoDDS is in-the business of educating children:

feeding responsibilities fall outside of this mandate.

One reason for the decision to take this position may be the

fact that many of the schools, built when the military had

responsibility for overseeing the construction program, lack

lunch facilities. Slightly less than half of the schools (46

10-10
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FUNCTION
PERCENT OF
COMMANDS

Liaison between School and
Military Community

Point of Contact to Facilitate

BSI

Military Support Services 36%

Advisor;on Military
Technicalities and Protocol 6%

Organizes School Activities 9%

Handles Transportation Services 181

Handles School Lunch Program 9%

Handles Budgetary Matters 6%

Other 24%

No Schoolls Officer 12%

EXHIBIT 10-6

FUNCTIONS SERVED BY SCHOOLS OFFICERS
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percent) have onIsite cafeterias. The current construction pro-

gram recognizes this as a problem, and ODS requires all new

school construction, major renovation, or expansiLn projects to

include plans for a cafeteria. During the 1983 fiscal year a

portion of the minor construction, repair, and maintenance budget

has been set aside for installation of. cafeterias.

Three-quarters of all schools currently have some arrange-

ments in place for providing lunch to children during the course

of the school day. In buildings without cafeterias or multi-

purpose rooms where meals can be served, students 'nay take their

lunch at the base/PX cafeteria, the Officers and NCO Clubs, or

the Dependents Youth activity. Where schools have no on-site

capacity for food preparation, hdt or cold meals are brought 'to

the school.

Parents of somewhat more than half of the students having

experience with lunch .programs at DoDDS schools are displeased

with those services, giving a rating of D or F. Reasons cited by

parents for this rating include lack of hot meals, the quality of

the -food served, and the time allowed for lunch breaks (!xhibit

10-7). Older students were somewhat less critical of the pro-

gram. The mean score they gave the food service (2..7) fell above'

the mean of the scale (2.5), wherets the score given by parents

(2.1) fell substantially below the scale mean (3.0). Students,

however, based their impressions on the quality of food prepara-

tion and variety of foods only, not considering broader issues,

as their parents did.
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REASON FOR RATING

PERCENT OF
PARENTS RATING

D OR F

NO Hot Lunch 39%

Qualityof the Food 25%

Low Nutritional Value 7%

Junk Food Available 8%

Quantity 10%

Too Little Time for Lunch 12%

1'

EXHIBIT 10-7

REASONS FOR'PARENTALICRITICISM OF
THE SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

;I
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The student meal program was among those aspects of the sys-

tem most frequently reported by parents as the biggest problem

with which the schools must deal. With 14 percent of all parents

reporting this problem, it was exceeded only by parental concern

. over funding (16 percent). Parents surveyed at elementary

schools reported the school lunch program as the major problem

(18 percent) more frequently than did parents with children in

middle schools (12 percent) or high schools (6 percent). A

higher proportion of enlisted personnel (16 percent) were con-

cerned than officers (8 percent), or nonmilitary families (12

cperceit).

Current legislation allows eligible DOD dependents to par-

ticipate in the U.S. Department of Agriculture's [USDA free and

partially subsidized school feeding program. This participation

is discretionary and must be negotiated between the military com-

munity in which the school is located and the food service

organization serving that community. Half of DODDS schools,

report participation: Nothing is known about those DOD communi-

ties that do not participate in the USDA's program. Some may

lack the facilities to participate, while some may have no or few

families meeting the eligibility criteria for free or reduced-
1

price lunches.

The incidence of student participation is lower in DODDS

than it is stateside. While DoDDS students represent about 3

percent of all the nation's public education enrollment, they are

served less than 1 percent of all free or partially subsidized

34o
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meal.* However, students at one half of the schools do not have

tLe option to apply for the program. Possibly further reducing
.

DOB dependents' pproportionate participation in the program is the

fact that only lunches are made available to them. Stateside

participation may also include breakfast.

ADVITORY BODIES

;The legislation establishing the Department of Defense
ti

Dependents Schools specifies that (1) School Advispry Committees

are to be established for each school in the system: (2) Instal-

lation kdvisory Committees are to be establishe3 at military

installations having more than one school: (3) and a worldwide

Advisory Council on Dependents Education is to be established.

School Advisory Committees are to advise principals regarding the

operation of the school, make recommendatifts concerning curricu-

lum and budget matters, and advise the military commander xegard-

ing problems of dependents' education within the jurisdiction. .

At each of the representative sites vi ited, the principal

and one (randomly selected) member of the School Advisory Com-

mittee [SAO w e asked about the activities of the committee.

Principals spoke f the SACs in terms that were nearly equally

distributed among positive (46 percent) and neutral (51 percent).
I

Only one principal cast this discussion in negative terms. From

the perspective of principals, this relatively new advisory

..
*Source: Internally prepared statistics for October 1982, Food
and Nutrition Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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structure is one that should be retained (77 percent). It pro-

vides a vehicle for communication between schoca alui community

and allows for as balance of viewp-'nts to be heard. Exhibit 10-8
4

identifies the reasons given by principals for taeir expressions

of interest in continuing the SAC functions. although satisfied

with the role of SACS (mean score of 4.0 on s 5 -point stale).and

recommending that SACs be maintained,, school principals.wette

mixed in:their perception of the SAC's valus specifically to,

school operations (mean score of 3.0 on a 5 -point soAle). Three

out of 10 report that SACS_ are valuable; 3 out of 10 report 1::hey

are neither valuable nor not t.;11satqe7.and 4 out of 10 report

they ari r:ot valuable.

SACs were established to advise principals on matters rela-

tive to schools. The issues on which they provi4e ad,iee are

most frequently those of logistics (46 percent), with tha

remaining Juges equally divided across topics pertaining to the

quality of education (27 percent) and other types of issues.

Exhibit L0 -9 presents details on the t: es of issues addressed by

SACs that the members believe to be important.

At the time a data collection. 21 percent of theses issues

were still under discussion or being considered by those to whom

the recommendation bad beettreferred. Another 42 percent had

resulted in the change sought by the committee. or the

issues, either the SPX had reached no recommendation (14 per-

cent); no change or reply had resulted from the recommendation

10.J4 2



PERCENT OF
REASONS FOR RETAINING SAC FUNCTION PRINCIPALS

Provides Vehicle for Communication 40%
between Schoolt.and Community

Is a Forum for a Balance of Viewpoints 33%

Provides for School Representation 27%

Member 'leachers Have a Knowledge of 27%
the School

Staff Input Is Beneficial 20%

A Means to Communicate with Teachers 10%

Other 10%

EXHIBIT 10-8.

REASONS CITED SY PRINCIPALS FOR RETAINING SACS
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PERCENT OF SAC MEMBERS
EDUCATIONAL ISSUES REPORTING ISSUE*

Educational Quality 22%

Teacher Qualifications/Staff 22%

Curriculum 11%

Grade Span 5%

School Hours 3%

LOGISTICS ISSUES

School Lunch 24%

Transportation 24%

Supplies/Materials 14%

Safety 19%

3uiidirg Maintenance 14%

Physical plant/Construction

OTHER ISSUES

School ?oli=ies 19%

Funds/Budget IE%

Extracurricular 11%

Special Needs 8%

Communication 5%

*More than one response permitted.

EXHIBIT 10-9

MAJOR ISSUES ADDRESSED BY SACs
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(19 percent); or the SAC's recommendation had been rejected (4

percent). As shown in Exhibit 10-10, members were most positive

in their assessment of the committee's impact on military/

community relations (56 percent) and the school's extracurricular

program (41 percent). They tended to assess their impact on

school schedules as having been negative twice as often as posi-

tive.

Of the SAC members interviewed, 73 percent had served state-

side on Parent Teacher Associations or other school advisory

bodies. These indiviivals compared their SAC's organization and

operations favorably with their stateside exper-ence (Exhibit

10-11). Of the SAC members included in the sample, 70 percent

were entering at least their second year of membership.

Three-quarters (76 percent) of the SAC members in the sample

were civilians, while 19 percent were officers, and 5 percent

were enlisted personnel. All ranks of the military were reported

to be represented on half (53 percent) of the SACS. Among the

remaining committees the absence of military personnel was dis-

tributod as follows:

No military personnel 15%
No officers 8%
No enlisted (El-E3) 15%
No enlisted (E4-E9) 15%
No enlisted (unspecified) 46%

Members of School Advisory Committees are elected by the parents

of students enrolled in the school. No data are available

regarding whether enlisted personnel have not run for membership

345
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POSITIVE NEUTRAL NEGATIVE
IMPACT OF SAC IMPACT OR N.A. IMPACT

Military/Community 36% 34% 9%
Relations

School Operations 20% 50% 20%

Academic Programs 311 53% 16%

Extracurricular 41% 47% 13%

School Schedules 19% 531 28%

Transportation 28% 591 13%

Discipline 223 66% 13%

EXHIBIT 10-10

SAC MEMBERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR COMMITTEES' IMPACT .

10-20
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COMPARED TO STATESIDE YES NO

Is it as easy for the SAC
to get members?

69% 31%

Is it as easy to attend
meetings?

80% 20%

Is it as easy to partici-
pate in SAC meetings?

96% 4%

Is th4 SAC as involved in
school policy formulation?

67% 33%

Is the SAC as often in
agreement with school
administrators?

80% 20%

EXHIBIT 10-11

MEMBERS' COMPARISONS OF SAC WITH
SIMILAR STATESIDE ADVISORY EXPERIENCE

347
10-21



or have simply not been elected at the 25 percent of schools

where these ranks are not represented on the SAC.

Installation Advisory Committees [IAC] have been established

for', out of 10 schools in the sample. Principals reported that

these committees take an active interest in the schools (at 78

percent of schools having a cognizant IAC). The IACs are viewed

by principals as bei,:g of value but of slightly less value to the

school's operations than the SAC (mean score of 2.7 versus SAC

score of 3.0). These committees appear to be serving their

intended purpose by addressing issues at the community level and

providing inte;face with the military community (Exhibit 10-12).

The Advisory Council on Dependents Education is advisory to

the Director of DoDDS. The council directs its attention to

general policies for curriculum selection, administration, and

operation. The Advisory Council also provides a vehicle for

communication between DoDDS and other Federal agencies concerned

with elementary and secondary education. (liven the distance of

this council frcm the local DoDDS school principal, both organi-

zationaly and geographically, a surprising 35 percent of these

principals see the Advisory Council as serving a useful function.

Another 38 percent believed themselves to be too uninformed of

the council's activities to comment. The remaining principals

(27 percent) do not recognize the council's functions as useful.

Among the reasons given by principals for reporting the council

to be useful were the worldwide unifying role it plays (46

percent of principals), its function as a forum for information

10-22
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ROLE PERCENT*

Addresses Issues at the 28%
Community Level

Deals with Issues under 21%
Military Jurisdiction

Advises the Commander

Other Advisory Role

Inactive

Other

*More than one response allowed.

EXHIBIT 10-12

ROLES OF INSTALLATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE
VIS -A -VIS SCHOOL
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sharing (31 percent), its appeals function (23 percent), and the

support it provides for specific programs (23 percent).

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The data suggest that the support mechanisms available to

the schools (e.g., the community commander, Schools Officer, and

advisory committees) are serving their functions well, although

full advantage* may not be being taken of them. Given these

generally positive findings, no recommendations fOr change are

offered is these specific areas, other than the suggestion that

these avenues of assistance be utilized more fully.

DoD eligibility for the USDA free and partially subsidized

meal program is recent, and the.U.S. Department of Agriculture

has considered modifying the-legislation to exclude DoD children.

The limited data available through the Comprehensive Study sug-

gest taat the nutritional needs (demonstrated on the basis of

eligibility) may approach that found stateside. The philosophy

in the legislation allowing stateside schools to participate in

this program reflects an intent to assure that all children

receive sufficient nourishment to safeguard their health and

well-being and to form good eating habits. Blanket exclusion of

DoD dependents from a program with such goals should not be

undertaken, lacking fuller documentation.

10-24
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CHAPTER 11

STATESIDE RESOURCES COMPARISON

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter we compare DoDDS' expenditure of resources

with that of stateside public school systems. While there are

many points of one-to-one equivalency between the DoDDS system

and stateside public schools, such an analysis is not a straight-

forward task because of significant differences--in structure,

operational requirements, and services provided.

In the first instance, structure, DoDDS is a worldwide

system with its Headquarters Office of Dependents Schools [ODS]

located in Alexandria, Virginia. At the time of this study the

System was divided into six regions with individual schools under

the authority of their respective Regional Offices. Stateside,

school authorities include State Education Agencies [SEAS] and

Local Edetation Agencies [LEAs]. many (but not,all) LEAs have

subdistrict administrative areas roughly equivalent to the DoDDS

Regional Offices. The functions of these structures are also not

directly comparable. Within DoDDS, policy formulation and

over tight functions comparable to those carried out by SEAs are

the responsibility of ODS, which also performs functions (such as

budget development) that are comparable to LEA functions

stateside. SEAs, intermediate units, and LEAs also have access

to eight federally funded privately operated regional educational

laboratories that provide research and development and technical

assistance support.
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System comparability is most apparent in the area of opera-

tional requirements. Goth DODOS and ;EAs exist for the express

purpose of educating students by operating schools. There are,

however, operational differences. The DoDDS system purchases

many of its ooerational services from the military (e.g.,

accounting, maintenance, student transportation) rather than

performing the functions directly. Funding of construction for

dependents schools is handled through Federal appropriations, and

the system does not incur debt and interest expenses for capital

outlay comparable to LEAs. In the opposite vein, DoDDS incurs

costs not experienced by public schools, such as long-distance

trahsportation expenses for students attending its boarding

schools, permanent change of station expenses, and the cost df

teachers' periodic returns to the continental United States.

In a similar fashion, services delivered by public schools

differ somewhat from those provided by DoDDS. The DoWS system

is a kindergarten through grade 12 system, whereas stateside

districts may begin with pre-kindergarten and may offer adult

education, summer school, and community serice programs not

found in DoDDS. Stateside systems operate student feeding

programs. DoDDS does not.

In the area of resource costs, order of magnitude differ-

ences may also be anticipated. DoDDS is geographically dis-

persed. Not only is the system worldwide, but it must provide an

education to all overseas DoD dependent students, regardless of

their isolation. The result is a combination of long bus

11-2
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rides for many students and the operation of numerous small

schools (some with fewet than 30 students).

Given these and other differences that will be noted later,

a highly sophisticated statistical comparison seeking financial

accounting and audit levels of accuracy would be inappropriate

and misleading. The research design for the comparison, and the

analyses presented in this chapter thus:

Consider differences in ordinal ranges only

Exclude costs unique to D0DDS vis-a-vis stateside
systems

Exclude costs anique `_o stateside systems vis-a-vis
DeDDS

METHODOLOGY.

Samole Desicm and Resoonse

Five independent samples of stateside systems were selected

for comparison with DoWS. The criteria for selection were

structural and operational, each defined to test a different

hypothesis.

DODDS is a large system compared with the universe of state-

side Local Education Agencies. Size (measured in terms of num-

bers of students and schools) may influence costs in terms of

economies of scale. The 16 Local Education Agencies having

enrollment and number of schools within 50 percent of D0DDS

enrollment and number of schools were included in this sample. .

Of these 16, 13 (81 percent) responded to the request for

information. Seven provided complete data for the study.
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As noted earlier DoDeS is also a system of small schools: 35

percent of DoDDS schools have enrollments of less than 300. The

second sample included stateside Local Education Agencies operat-

ing within SO percent the number of small schools as DoDDS. The

six school districts having a proportion of small schools most

like DoDDS's were selected., nye of 'hese districts (83 percent)

responded to our request. Three of the five responses provided

all data needed.

The third sample was selected to test the hypothesis that

DoDDS costs are simile: to those of stateside school systems

serving a larpe number of military families. ?arentai expecta-

tions of school system operations were assumed to influence the

resources that would be dedicated to education. The stateside

school systems having the highest proportion of military impacted

enrollment were selected for inclusion (regardless of size).

!lye in this sample responded, of .hich four provided all neces-

sary data.

The fourth sample was intended to allow comparison of DoDDS

regions with stateside schopl systems exclusive of ODS resources

and costs. Eighteen systems, three comparable in size to each of

DoDDS' six regions, were sampled. These were small school dis-

tricts ranging in size from 8,000 to 48,000 students. Only one

Local Education Agency responded within each of the regionally

based strata. Additionally, structural and conceptual problems

were encountered in segre:ating and allocating DoDDS regional

costs. This sample was not analyzed.

11-4
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16,

The fifth samp a pursued a similar concept as the DoDDS

regional sample, h ving as its purpose comparison of DoDDS in

total with statewi/L systems, inclusive of State Education Agency

resources. Seven states met the criteria Zhat the statewide

system have enrol ment and number of schools within 50 percent if

tDoDDS enrollment nd number of schools. Data were received,from

/

six State Educat on Agencies, providing an 86 percent response
.

Vr

rate.

Stateside Data collection and Compilation

Data were ollected entirely from public documents such as

annual reports budget compilations, and staffing reports. As

such, much of the financial data have been tte subject of audit,

taken as an i dication that they are of a higlilevel of accuracy.

None of the ata appear to be anomolous or markedly different

across scho 1 systems, particularly when size is taken into

account. X y comparison data contained in the documents were

abstracted and transcribed to summary forms. The summary forms

included efinitions for each data element of interest. The

definiti ns 'responded to the need to exclude from stateside

counts ose costs and resources not comparable to DoDDS. In

many in = Lances the data contained in this report will not be

found s a single line item in a budget document. Published

figur s.have been adjusted using information contained elsewhere

in t e same or a companion document to correspond with I DDS, or

dat elements have been computed based on detail provided by

11-5
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respondents. Th- requirement that only to represe'nti..g

comparable use of esources be refe nced in this stLty

contributed to our Include information from all

responding stateside systems.

Typical computations performed include:

Tabulation of total Local Education Agency
staff totals from indi?idual unit or program
budget or statistical reports

Subtraction of amounts budgeted for adult
or vocational education or summer school
from total budgets

Isolation and subtraction of the cost of
school meal orograms from budget totls

el Verification that double counts of enrollment
across elementary, middle schcoll:unior 115.0,
and high school grades had not occurred

The data so derived have been summarized in comparison tables

presented in this chap*er. For each sample, individual items if

cost and totals are compared to CoDDS and differences are n.na-

lyzed. Items of cost anticpaLad to differ due to order of wag-

nitude or structural di:ferences are analyzed Independently to

assess their influence on the broader ,cost comparisons.

Clearly, data collection solely from published documents

constitutes a limitation on the study. Preferably, data would

have been collected on site, with access to respondent financial

records and the ability to determine the exact degree of compare-

biiity of the various objects of expendtture between LEAS. Such

a "quaii-auditm type approach clearly would yield somewhat more

accurate data, though at substanti-.11y higher cost* Also,

there is a concern regarding the utility and appropriateness of

11-6
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questioning datadata which have been subjected to outside audit,

public scrutiny, and budgetary decision making. It was concluded

that since the data available are official data, they are suf-

ficiently adequate and accurate for the purposes of this study.

Specific sources of the data presented are noted in the biblio-

graphy appended at the end of this chapter.

KEY CONSIDERATIONS RELATED TO COST COMPARISONS

Interpretation of cost data should be premised on the fol-

lowing considerations regarding the specific data elenents

used:

Salary. Figures used are total salary of all Local Educa-
tion Agency personnel, teaching and nonteaching. Clearly,
differences can arise from disparities in salary scales.
Since DoDDS teachers' salaries 're indexed to salaries of
teachers in stateside systems serving cities with popula-
tions of 100,000 or more we would expect DoDDS average
salaries to equate to those of the larger LEAs and be some-
what higher than the'averages of smaller units.

Fringe Benefits. What is shown are the financial costs act-
ually reflected in the accounts of the comparison organiza-
tions. This will lead to substantial variation for several
reasons. First, not all DoDDS fringe benefits costs are
reflected in DoDDS accounts. This is particularly true of
Civil Service retirement costs, actual payments which are
reflected in Office of Personnel Management accounts. Also,
liabilities for such expenses are not reflected, when.
incurred (only When paid), whereas LEAs d, accrue
such items as they are incurred. This is also true of the
accrual of annual and sick leave. The Office Of Management
and Budget has stated that accrued (as opposed to expensed)
fringe benefit costs of Federal employeez approximate 27 to
30 percent. Actual DoDDS reported fringe benefit costs for
FY82 are 8.7 percent of salaries; the difference is due to
the factors noted above. Finally, a wide variance in fringe
benefits may exist due to specific kinds of benefits
provided. This includes such factors as:

Type of retirement plan used--FICA or private vs. Civil
Service

t
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Taxes for unemployment compensation, Workmans' Compen-
sation, et al., and significant variance in rates from
state to state

Wide variations in "optional" benefits such as health
and life insurance, disability insurance, tuition
assistance, leave and holiday allowances, and so forth

Non-Personnel Costs. These items are impacted significantly
by account defITEIon differences from school district to
school district; e.g., what Would be attributed to "Supplies
and Materials" in one stateside system might be. accrued
under "Contractual Services" in another. This problem is
mitigated to a degree by general use of the Department of
Education's Local Education Agency Accounting Handbook4by
many districts, but latitude 7.r variation still remains.

Number of Students. We have used number of individuals
enrolled, rather than average daily attendance, primartly
because projected enrollments are the usual basis for
obtainind budg=,tedifunds gor the stateside systems st%a-ied.
Additionally, ODS does not maintain data on average da1.17
attendance. In a number of instances, it was necessary td
accumulate these data from a variety of separate tabulatIons
made by tie school systems. Also, it was often unclear
whether special education atudents were inctudpd or exctuded
in base enrollment totals. Every effort was made to iden-
tify_ and exclude double counting where it was suspected to
have occurred.

Number of Staff. This is intended to be actual full-time-
equivalents. [FTEs) of employment. A key problem is the
reporting period. We have used school year 1981-82 for com-
parison, but this is not precisely equivalent to Federal
7Y82, the period from which DoDDS data are drawn. Various
employment strengths are shown in budget and personnel docu-
ments for DoDDS during FY 82: however, the number stated by
DoDDS to be the most accurate is 10,490 FTEs for FY82,

Average Cost Items:- It should be stressed that the averages
derived are intended to show ordinal relationships only, not
precise costs. The important thing is the relative range of
costs and DoDDS positioning within that range. If DoDDS
costs are generally within the range of comparison to state-
side system costs, then they may be construed as equivalent,
and -resumably reasonable.
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DoDDS COMPARED TO LEAs

This section deals with a comparison of DoDDS. operating

costs to equivalent costs for each of the three LEA b_mples.

Specifically, adjusted DoDDS operating costs are developed, and

data are compared to those for:

LEAs similar in size to DoDDS

LEAs of similar size to DoDDS with a high proportion
of small schools

LEAs with a high proportion of military dependent
enrollees, regardless of LEA size

Each of these conparisots is detailed in the following pars-

cranhs:

Zxhibit 11-1summarizes those DcDDS operating costs directly

comparable to LEA costs. The totals presented were arrived at in

the following manner:

Costs for items unique tc DoDDS were eliminated. These
are presented separately in the DoDDS budget submis-
sions.

Tuitions paid for attendance outside oDDS-operated
schools were eliminated.

Summer school expenses were eliminated.

The balance of the egioenses for Administration, Educa-
tion, and Logistics were recast in the format used by
LEAst note that totals are identical with DoDDS totals,
and only the format has been changed.

After these totals .re developed, average costs per year were

determined on a per student and per staff member basis. The

results are presented in Exhibit 11-2.
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ADMIN EDUCATION* LOGISTICS TOTAL

Salary $13,930 $186,731 S 6,187 $206,848

Benefits 1,307 16,543 149 17,999

Subtotal 15,237 203,274 6,336 224,847

Contractual - 2,767 53,724 56,491
Services**

Supplies and 5,002 7,100 1,503 13,605
Materials

Furniture and - 1,222 638 1,860
Equipment.

Other 2,276 4,609 52,473 59,358

Total SaLlia 5219,972 S144,674 -$1561161.

C.k

*Excludes summer school.

..

**Includes cost of Interservice Silpport Agreements.

EXHIBIT 11-1

GROSS COSTS OF DoODS FOR FY82
(11XCLUDING DoDDS' UNIQUE COSTS)

(s000)
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COST ITEM
TOTAL COSTS

($000)

AVERAGE COST

PER STUDENT PER STAFF

Salary $206,848 $1,557 S19,718

Fringe Benefits 17,999 135 1,716

Subtotal 224,847 1,692 21,434

Contractual Services 56,491 425 5,385

Suppliem and Materials 1:.605 102 1,297

Furniture and Equipment 1,860 14 177

Other 59,358 447 5,658

Total S356,161 $2,680 $33,951

Number of Students K-12: 132,888

Number of Staff: 10,490

EXHIBIT 11-2

DoODS COSTS AND AVERAGES FOR FY82
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Comparison of pcODS to LEAs of Similar Size

The average total budget of the 7 LEAs was $311,505,000 in

FY82. Average enrollment of the LEAs presented in the.analysis

(Exhibit 11-3) was 118,893. DoDDS's total operating budget for

the fiscal year ending in 1982 was $356,161,000--14 percent

higher than the computed stateside average. DoDDS's enrollment

was 132,888 students--12 percent higher than the average of

school districts in the sample. The average number of staff in

the stateside sample was 10,003 compared with 10,490 employees

for DoDDS, a difference of 5 percenz. Per student casts (S2,680)

were 2 percent higher for DoDDS than the stateside systems

($2,620); and cer staff casts were 9 percent higher !or DoDDS

($33,951 versus S31,141).

Salaries, inclusive of fringe benefits, represent 63 percent

of the total budget shown for DoDDS and 84 percent of that in the

stateside average budget. As noted previously, 'the computation

and financing of fringe benefits is different in DoDDS from that

in the sampled stateside systems. Five school districts provided

detail on fringe benefits. The following results are obtained

when salaries, exclusive of fringe benefits, are considered for

these five systems and DoDDS:

AVERAGE PERCENT
DoDDS 5 LEAs DIFFERENCE

Pupils 132,E88 104,611 + 27%
:salaries ($000) $ 206,648 $ 211,700 - 2%
Salaries per steff $ 19,719 $ 22,304 - 12%
Salaries per pupil $ 1,556 $ 2,024 - 23%



A

COSI ITEM OR

TYPE HOUSTON 1 FAIRFAX

TX I CO, VA

SALARY

FRINGE BENEFITS

SUBTOTAL

(a)

(a)

$334,169

CONTKAC7 "AL

SERVE. 36,469

SUPPLIES

MATERIALS 19,222

FURNITURE

WIPMENr 18,462

OTHER 5,770

$269,584

48,801

$318,465

(INCLUDED

UNDER

"OTHER")

12,238

8,961

33,912

LEA

MONTOOTERY MILWAUKEE MEMPUli-T-TAN DIE-WTI-DIST. OF

CO, TO WISC TENN j CALIF J COUP/111A

$194,778 $131,010 s718,181 $244,337(a)
4

(*)

$265,867

3,712

09,414

3,563

61,299

$256,977

33,447

15,064

4,140

10,361

$141,379

19,374

7,177

71/

33,654

$252,436

1,456

13,053

6,845

51,115 4,309 498 20,518

TOTAL COSTS $424,092

14448V1 OF

STUDENTS 213,607

NJMHER CF

STAFF 1 11,603

AVERAGE COST/

STUDENT I$
AVrRAGE COST/

STAFF I$

11,919

$256,256

1,841

11,512

3,209

0

MODS
TOTAL

ITEM COST

$1,025,649

96,299

96,403

45,905

116,202

AVERAGE

7 LLAs STUD'T STAFF

$260,007

b 16,050

13,703

6,558

16,600

TOTAL

COSTS

AVERAGES

STUDENT STAFF

'" $206,048

17,999 * *

S2,194 $26,073 $224,047 $1,692 $21,434

b 136 b 1,679 56,491 425 5,385

116 1,378 13,605 102 1 1,291

55 656 1,060 14 177

140 1,660 59,358 447 5,658

$356,161 I$2,680 $33,951$373,576 $334,611 011,910 S169 145 $294 309 $272,8111 $7,180 530

123,675 I 95,507 I 86,501 1 110,993j DP 347 I 95,545J 852,251,

1 1

I 12,654 1 104260] 8,3521 0,008J 10,522 I 7,915 70,021

I I

1,985 I$ 3,201 l'$ 3,50.11S 3,606 1$ 1,524 j $ 2,716 1. $ 2,916 1$ 2,620 $ '2 620

I

1 1

I

1

1 $ 2,680

36,550 IS 29,522 I $ 30,516 1122,318 S 21,1221 S 77 971 S 34,460 1S 31 1411S 31.1411 1 $ 33,951

S311,505 S2,620 331,141

118 895 J 132,888

I

10,003 10,490

(a)Detall not available.

(b)Excludas Fairfax Comfy.
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The DODOS salary figure just given is understated in that it

does not include salaries of personnel providing functions for

DODDS through Interservice Support Agreementi with the military.

These costs 'appear under contractual services and indirect pay-

ments included under other costs. Three stateside systems com-

parable in size to DoODs were able to provide detailed data on

both fringe benefits and contractual services. The comparison of

combined salaries (exclusive of fringe benefits) and contractual

services between these three school districts and Dons indicates

strong similarities when examined on a per pupil basis:

Salaries and Ccntractual
Ser7ices ($000)

Per Pupil

AVERAGE PERCENT
DODDS 3 LEAs DIFFERENCEfers=b

132,888

292,123*
$ 2,198

99,846' + 33%

$211,258 + 381
$ 2,116 + 4%

Ccmparisons on a per staff basis also reveal similarities

between :oDDS and stateside systems. These comparisOns must be

considered with caution since personnel providing accounting,

maintenance, and transportation functions are not on be DoDDS

payroll. the following analysis is based on total staff.

Total Staff
Total Pupils
Pupils Per Staff

AVERAGE PERCENT
DoDDS 7 LEAs DIFFERENCE

10,490
132,888

12.7

10,003
118,893
11.9

The above figures indicate that DoDOS is slightly less

heavily staffed than the stateside school districts of comparable

* Includes ;10,632 in indirect payment costs.

11-14
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size. Three of these stateside sstems provided detailed data on

central office staff by function. These systems had an average

of 103 professionals and 588 nonprofessionals in personnel,

finance and accounting, automatic data procesiing, transporta-

tion, and maintenance positions. This represented 7 percent of

the total staff in these systems. DoDDS had 232 filled positions

in these areas, or 2 percent of its total staff. Assuming DoDDS

Conducted such functions in-house at the same sta ffing level as

the 3 reporting LEAs (i.e., 7 percent of staff), its pupil-tp-

staff ratio would be 12.0, a ratLo almost the same as that

reported by sampled stateside school districts (11.9).

Comparison of DoDDS to Stateside Local Education Agencies with a
High Proportion of Small Schools

DoDDS is a system of many small schools; 35 percent of its

schools have enrollments of 300 students or less. 'rt was

hypothesize! that this structure would affect the cost of

providing services. Specifically, staff/pupil ratios and per

pupil costs might be higher in DoDDs because of the need to

provide a full complement of school-based resources to smaller

numbers of students. 0! the LEAs selected for comparison to

DoDDS to examine this hypothesis, three provided all data needed

for the analysis. These were:

Montgomery County, Maryland (23 percent small
schools)

Columbus, Ohio (18 percent small schools)

Seattle, Washington (56 percent small schools)

Detailed cost .mparisons are presented in Exhibit11-4.

11-15
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COST MN OR
TYPE

SALARY

FRINGE OENIF I IS

SUBTOTAL

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

SUPPLIES & MATERIALS

FURNITURE & EQUIPMENT

OTHER

TOTAL COSTS

tilittiER OF STUDENTS

NUMBER OF STAFF

AVERAGE COST /STUDENT

LEAs

SIONTGOtRY COLUNIUS i SEATTLE 1 TOTAL AVERAGES TOTAL

CO SO 011 WA TEItOSI s LeAs SfUOINT STAFF 1 COSTS

$121,410 S113,056 1

WOOS

AVI.RAGE

STAFF'

$206,048 *

(0) 23sI25 11,156 . II
J ' . ' I 174999- 1-----

$256,061 S114,5S5 $111,012 S5S2,414 $177,411 $2,525 $13,600 $224,947 $1,692

3,712 14,440 22, SS/ 40,689 13,561 195 1,010 56,491 425

19,414 6,011 0,109 35,014 11,671 165 1,550 13,605 102

3,565 504 495 4,562 1,521 22 204 1,060 14 177

51,115 1,11>0 102 52,647 17,949 250 2,142 59,356 447 5,650

I 1 .....1

1 I
L S3S4,01 I $167t640 IS16S,015_0665.020221.17/51S_S,155 1%29,602 $356,161 $2,600 $55,951

95,510 71,110 44,145 ZI0, 050 10,2031 132,086

_J.. .____ 4 ....-____i_......_.1 ._-_L-___1.-____ .1 ____J._____

I

10,960 1,149 4,367 I 22,476 7,494 I 10,490

I I I
S 3,561 S 2,557 IS 1,695 IS 3,055 $ 3.1551 IS 2,660

__L.. _____L-1 _-.1..._ L_______L_ -L._
1 1 I

S 50,516 S 11,449 IS 31,129 IS 29,602 IS 29,6021 Is 55,951

1 _1 ___I - 1 ____I_______I J

$21,1:41

5.385

1,297

AftNAGE COST/STAFF

Ial Oatall dot avolIaGla

If%

11-4
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The mean costs of stateside school systems in this sample

were $221,775,000 in FY82. DoDDS costs at $356,161,000 were 61

percent higher; however, 89 percent more students were enrolled

in DODDS than the average of the stateside districts having many

small schools.

The :allowing comparison indicates that DoDDS is operating a

system with a sigh proportion of small schools with 35 percent

less staff on a per pupi: basis and at a 15 percent lower cost

per pupil than stateside systems with similar proportions of

small schools:

AVERAGE PERCENT
DoDDS 3 LEAs DTFFEEENCE

Pupils/Staff 12.7 9.4 4- 35%.
Salaries an c. Fringe
Benefits/Staff $ 21,434 $ 23,688 - 10%

Salaries, Fringe
Benefits. and
Contractual Services/
Pupil $ 2,198 $ 2,718 - 191

Total Costs/Pupil $ 1,680 $ 3,155 - 15%

Comparison of DODDS to LEAs with a High Proportion of Military
Dependent Enrollments

The Is in this group were chosen based on (1) proximity to

major military facilities, and (2) more than 25 percent of the

students enrolled being military dependents. Consequently, it

was not expected that these LEAs would compare directly in terms

of student population totals or gross annual operating costs.

Exhibit 11-5 tabulates cost elements for the sample LEAs.

Of the 4 districts providing data, mean annual operating costs in

FY82 approximated $28,002,000, while mee- enrollment was 10,897.

11-17
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COST ITEM OR

TYPE

L,
SALARY

OENEFITS

ilOTOTAL

NTRACTUAL

RV ICES

\
SUPPLIES 3 MATERIALS

FURNITURE X EQUIPMENT

OTHER

TOTAL COSTS

iLA

1 GROTON f YORK CIONLII 1 X/IEEN--1 TOTAL f AVERAGES

COMM PA I PARK. ItAl TX I ITIMCOSIL iLLAI_ISTUDENI STAFF

111.602 $12.2/3

1.109 2.124

$12.711 $14.347

2.556 317

1.503 547

172 105

0 2.861

116,942 $10,n1

$32.500

4.661

137.241

4.3211

1.421

117

S22.820

1.798

2.012

U90

960

1 U7.171

11,999

4.484

1.274

4.060

$21:744

2.250

2.121

819

1.017

82.000

206

195

75

milmme.mmr

124.612

2.541

2.395

925

00005

TOTAL 1 AVERAGE

COSTS STUDENT STAFF

$206,848

17 999

$224.847

56.491

13.605

1.U60

51.692

425

102

$21.434

5.385

1.297

1
1771

94 1.150 59.358 447
5.6581

148.342 528.496 IS 112.087 $ 28.002 S2,570 131.623 1356.161 $2.680 15Y.951

1 1 1

NUMBER OF
I I

STUOENTS 6 242 0.7 ?J 12.041 16.449 41.586 10.091_1 132,888

I

NUMBER OF
I I I

STAFF 607 612 1 1 372 951 i 3 542 080* 10,490

AVERAGE COST/

SNOW $ 2.714 J1 2,090 $ 4,1291 $ 1,733 1$ _Z,70 I $ 2.570 1

I I I

AVERAGE COST/ I I I I

STAFF $ I/ 911 1 29,/01 I 35.215 $29,')61 1$ 11,623 $ 11.623 1,

T 11-5

lABIMAFION (T Cut-VARA! ivr Fro! 4:05IS 01 LEAS

WI 111 IGH HU I iAwl! ot liatufN 1 L11011.114E8' 5

($000)
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Clearly, these LEAs constitute a very different size clefs

competed to DoDDS, so gross cost comparisons are relatively

unproductive. Given the existence of impact aid and the high

per tentage of dependent enrollments, one would expect comparable

per student costs ani per staff costt.

Upon examingltion, we fin4 that these LEAs had an average per

pupil expenditure of $2,570 in FY82, compared to the DoDDS figure

of $2,680--a difference of 4 percent. Similarly, average cost

per staft! member of the LEAs is $31,623, compared to $33,951 for

DoDDS--a difference of 7 percent. Both per pupil and per staff

costs are quite comparable to DoDDS.

DoDDS COMPARED TO SEAs 4

Of t.'.e eight states with enrollments comparable 1..o DoDDS,

these six responded requests for data. These were:

Delaware

District, of Columbia

Nevada

Rhode Island

Wyoming

Vermont

Wyoming and Vermont provided finanzial data only on tile stale

agencl, itself.

The comparison of DoDDS to states is premised on structural

similarity. ODS, Washingt,n Headquarter;. for example., has sow

of the characteristics of an S'eA, while regic..s can be cc

strued as analogous to LEAs. The states included ir, the Iple

11-39
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iJ

do not include an intermediate structure between state and local

education agency. The District of Columbia does have a regional

structure which is accounted for in the data presented. State-

'wide costs of the responding SEAs which provided data are com-

pared to DODDS. A direct comparison between ODS central office

and SEA costs is not possible since DoDDS includes in ODS figures

the cost of interservice Support Agreements negotiated on a

worldwide basis. A detailed comparison of ODS with statewide

systems having comparable enrollment is provided in Exhibit 11-6.

The following summarizes this comparison:

DoDDS
AVERAGE
4 STATES

PERCENT
DIFFERENCE

'Ictal Pupils 132,888 122,779 4 8%
Total Staff 10,490 8,861* -618%*

Tctal Costs 1356,161 $316,031. 4.23%

Cast Ps..:' Pupil S 2,680 S 2,574 + 4%
out Per Staff S 33,951 $ 32,165* T.'6%

Pupils Per Staff 12.7 13.9 - 49%

DODDS's total enrollment is 8 percent higher than th*:

average enrollment of the stateside systems examined. .ODDS

total costs are 13 percent higher than the observed statewide

costs. Per pupil costs are thus very similar between DoDDS and

statewide systems. The largest difference found between DoDDS

and states is in the area of staff, where DoDDS reports 18 per-

cent more employees than do the statewide systems. whereas DoDDS

appears less heavily staffed than school districts of similar

size (showng 7 percent more pupils per staff member), DoDDS

appears more heavily staffed when it is compared with the entire

*Three-State Average.
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253

05

20

62

S11PI'i IFS & MATERIALS EINCLILM 725 102 2,297

UNOER

FURNITURE 1 EQUIPMENT CONTRACT. 202 14

SERVICES/

OTHER -0- -0- "30,402 30,402 10,161 1,147 447 5,650

L _____J L
TOTAL STATEWIDE COSTS 15272,810

(

1326,424 I $409,015 $255,806 0$1,264,121 $316,031 $ 2,574 $ 32,165 $356,161 $2,600 1$33,951

NUMBER OF fUDENIS

93,545 151,339 j 151061 95,072j 491,11/1 122,719 LtfOTALtfATE) 132,080

NUMBER OF STAFF 1 1 tall Ia1

ISTATE1110E/ 1 10,49017,915 1 8,637 1 N.A. 1 10,051 1 26,5831 8,861

1 1 I 1 I I 1

5VERACE COST/SEUDENT_I$ 2,9161$ 2,111+12,706 1$ 2,691 1$ 2,5741$ 2,514 L__

t 1.01 to/

f$ 2.6001 J
1

IAVERAGE COST/SfATF 1$ 34,468 1$ 37,794 1 S iS 25,5A2 J1 32,1611S 32,165_

1

' 1$ 33,9511
--.......

COST 1104 OR

TYPE

F

1_ smut-

IDISTi3OF 1 1 mom: 1 1 MEAL

SALARY

O244,4331A

7

I

$2c0y,o3l6 $20I0SL,170

D$E1L7WA6RS9 I$ TEM

93CO0ST2

FRINGE OTNEFITS 11,919919 421670 52,819

$118101A1. $256,256 $274,026 $115.619 $193,904 $1.051.005

10,335 1767 73

CONTRACTUAL

SERVICES 1,841

11.512

3.209

52.398 40,459

22,501

4,490

21,500

7.766

2,154

124,198

4s,705

9,051

AVERAGE

4 STATES L SfOUENT

$232,758 $ 1,096

31,693

$ 26,4.

31,050

13.928

3.204

258

$ 2,154

CA

DoDOS

TOTAL AVERAGE

STAFF (a/ COSTS 1i1lii5Z155i1177

$ / ,462 $206,048 $1,557 $19,710

2.701

$ 27,242

2,849

17,959

$224,047

56,491

13.605

, 1,060

59.358

135

$1,692

425

$ 1,716

$21,434

5.385

177

Ia/Excludos Rhodo Island
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educationAl system of sample states (9 percent fewer pupils per

staff member) . This differential would be somewnat higher if the

persJnnel providing the support services DoDDS receives through

the military were to be included. As toted previously, DoODS is

a geographically dispersed system. The time budgeted for admin-

istrators and educational coordinators to spend in transit may be

higher than that required stateside. However, this does not

appear to account for the difference. Assuming that one third of

all above-school level FTC's are spent in transit (175 ?TES),

DoDCS would have the real time equivalent of 12.9 staff per pupil

(7 percent more than stateside).

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In the preeding sections, budgeted cos ; of DoDCS in FY82

were compared to those experienced by a variety of public school
1

districts in the same period. Comparisons were based on equiva-

lence of district size, proportion of small schools, and per-
.

vantage of nilitary dependants enrolled. Also, elemants of cost

_and overhead rates were compared. From these analyses, the fol-

lowing conclusions have been drawn-
.

If reasonableness of costs is defined as similarity to those

costs experienced by like organizations, then DoDCS costs at

fairly reasonable. When costs unique to CoDDS are eliminated

gross costs per year, based either on student or staff averages,

are quite close. The variation is least noticed when DoDDS is

compared to smaller districts in such special comparisons as the

percentage of military dependents analysis. Here, CoDDS' average

11-22
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costs are not widely disparate. Although per staff costs exhibit

some variance, per pupil costs are quite close. The largest

difference found was in the comparison of DoDDS to LEAs with many

small schools; the DoDDS per-pupil cost is 15 percent below the

LEAs. costs. The most marked difference found was in the

comparison of DoDDS with total state systems. Even here

per-pupil costs were similar; the difference was in staff.

Conclusions presented here regarding the reasonableness of

DoDDS costs must be tempered by the fact that only cost experi-

ence has be a compared. There has been ao cost-effectiveness or

cost-efrIciency analysis. Cost comparisons presented here must

be interpreted in the light of analyses of organizational stmc-

tttre, staffing, program effectiveness, and general efficiency.

presented elsewhere in this report.

Given that DoDDS rosts ar.4 pres.Imab y reasonable in terms of

amounts per service, compared with public school districts, there

are no general reccmendations relative to cost increase, reduc-

tion, or similar ac-zions. What is recommended is furt::er

detailed examination of staffing patterns. It was expected that

DODDS would demonstrate heavier staffing than stateside LEAs of

comparable size; tbis was not found to be the case. DoDDS in

fact is not staffed a manner comparable to stateside districts

with numerous small schools, having fewer staff per pupil. Addi-

tion,Ally, when the full stateside educational structure is taken

into consideration, DoDDS is more heavily staffed. These find-

ings in combination suggest that somewhat lower staffing may be

11-23
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evident at lower organizational levels, while higher staffing

may ce occurring in offices more removed from the schools.

After review of DoDDS' financial and budget formats, and the

data derivable therefrom, some broad recommendations regarding

managerial accounting and document formats have been developed,

aid are presented in Chapter 12, Budget and Finance.

11-24
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RESPONDENT DATA SOURCE

Clover Park, Washington Budget Report, Fiscal Year 1982-83
Clover ?ark School Dist. *400,
Aug., 9, 1982)

District if Columbia Submitted completed data form

Columbus, ohio Progress in Education; A Report To
the Community (School Board,
Oct. 1981)

Columbus Public Schools General
TURZNaget FY82
(School Board, March 3G, 1982)

State of Delaware Report of Educational Statistics,

Fairfax County, Va.

Groton, Connecticut

Houston, Texas

Kileen, Texas

Memphis, Tennessee

Milwaukee, Wisconsin

Montgomery County, Md.

1981-1982
State Board of Education,
Oct. 1982)

Fair.ax County Approved Budget FY83,
Vol. I, II, & III; Annual School
RePort, 1962

Budget, Fiscal 1983 (Board of
Education, March, 1,82)

Pup? Data Report, ED 025 dtd
8.2/82

A Co.-aoilation of General Statistical
TFlormation (August 19821
Bucget, 1962-63

1962-031udget, (Kileen Independent
School District, Aug. 1962)

1982-63 Budget, Memphis City Schools
TSchool Board, June 1982

Milwaukee Public Schools Approved
Budget, 1982-83 (undated)

FY83 Operating Budget, May 1982
Statisticals Profiles 1981-82,
January 1982.

EXHIBIT 11-7

SUMMAaf OF SOURCES OF DATA, 6f RESPONDENT

37,41-25
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State of Nevada

State of Rhode Island

San Diego, California

Seattle, Washington

State of Wyoming

Y3rk, Pennsylvania

DATA SOURCE

Submitted completed data fcr.L

Submitted completed data form

Pupil Accounting Report, 6-18-82
Annual. Financial & Budset Report,

Aug. 31, 1982
Report *10 (Personnel), :larch 31,

1982

Budget, Fiscal Year 1982-82 (Seattle
School District #1, June 1981,
Form 4F-195)

Submitted completed data form

Sudaet, 1982-83 (Aug. 1982)

377
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CHAPTER 12

BUDGET AND FINANCE

FISCAL MANAGEMENT

During October and November 1982 project staff conducted

extensive interviews in the following DoD offices currently pro-

viding finance and accounting services to DoDDS:

Upper Heyford, U.K.
Swetzingen, Germany
Torrejon, Spain
Rota, Spain
Vicenza, Italy
Naples, Itaiy
Hellenikon, Greece
Clark, Phthppines
Yokota, Japan

Interviews were also conducted with resource management staff of

ODS and the Regional Offices and senior military commanders.

With4n the scope of the comprehensive study no attempt was made

to conduct a detailed systems analysis of DoDDS fiscal opera -

tons. The General Accounting Office and the Defense Audit Ser-

vice have performed such evaluations, and their reports were a

major source of data. The field interviews sought to extend the

staff's understanding of the context of these reports and to

ascertain if the recommen4ations arrived at by GAO and DAS were

appropriate when viewed from the field. GAO's November 1982

recommendations to the Secretary that parallel areas of inquiry

of the Comprehensive Study are:

Develop accounting and internal management control sys-
tems in DoDDS as required by tha Budget and Accounting
Procedures Act of 1950.

0
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a

DoDDS has no accounting system of its own. Financial infcr-

nation is provided by multiple nonuniform accounting systems,

which limit the utility and comparability of the information

available to those responsible for management of the school

system's fiscal resources. DoDDS has initiated action to design

its own accounting system which will provide uniform informaticm

to its managers. Professional resource managers in the military

offices they deal with uniformly reported inadequate staff with

DoD resource management skills at the regional level and at ODS.

:'3wever, some tiring 31 additional resource management staff has

occurred recently.

Evidence of the lack of adequate control systers was pro-

vided by senior military and civilian personnel at the finance

and accounting offices. Supplies were often reordered with no

deobligation of previously obligated funds. Principals :;ften

took the position that they couZ1 not submit supply orders derma

one school year for the followizg year's teachers, so supplies

often arrived late in the schocl year. Many oblations that

occurred in large n.::-bers at the end of the fiscal year were

reportedly not followed by spending designations. In some cases

payroll and supply obligations were "not validated by DoDDS.

Current work on budgetary and accounting systems addrtisses this

deficit.

Another concern raised by these exnerienced resource man-

agers was DoDDS' history of obligating major portions of its O&M

funds in September, in contrast to other DoD agencies and activi-

ties that typically obligate most of their nonpersonnel funds by

12-2 -379



the third quarter of fiscal year. ODS practice has been to

withhold 04M funds each year in the event that Congress does not

authorize the pay supplemental during the spring/summer of the

current fiscal year. OSD budget examiners indicated that DoDDS

is the only agency following this policy. DoDDS reported that it

hau now received authorization to estimate pay increases in

original tudget submissions. Pay, however, is almost 70 percent

of Dow DS costs, and suppl ies and equipment are..the only major

flexibility in the DoDDS budget. Therefore In fiscal years dur-

ing whicn DoDDS operates under contincins resolution, year-end

f.snds will probably continue to provide many of I)o5DS necessary

supplies.

Disp,:ity was also found between the manner in whien the

system is operating and the way ODS has instructed it to operate.

Complex 000re.inators are res;onsible for f.t.rst-line validation

that services have been received. This is the lowest level in

the system where thl documents describing authorized services are

to be maintained. However, 96 percent of school principals

reported prforming this validation function. Only 28 percent

did so through their complex coordinator.

r's has recently increased headquarters level staff to allow

development of an accodnting system that will provide the neces-

sary internal controls. ODS indicates that administrative

staffing levels throughout the system are being re-evaluated to

assure that sufficient trainad personnel are in place to properly

support and use the system once designed and implemented.

1
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To enhance the management control capabilities of a stan-

dardized accounting system, DoDDS shou.d reinstitute the ehrrier

practice of maintaining an internal audit function at

regional level. DoDDS currently depends exclusively on DAS for

audit services. In the past DAS audits have been topic specific

and tend to draw samples on a regional basis. Management prac-

tices and personnel were found to vary significantly across

regions, raising the question of the adequacy of this approach. .4

A fieldbasad function is necessary to investigate problems that

arise at the school level, the adequacy and currency of Inter

service Support Agreements, potential fraud and abuse in suc h

areas as payr-li and travel, and to revie.w the processing at

finance offices. Sudh functions are not routinely being per-

formed, and the personnel are not available to perform them.

T1-': condition will remain until DoODS establishes its own

accounting system and can enforce its own requirements. 00S or

Regional Office finance or logistics staff should be encouraged

to increase visits to military finance and accounting offices to

become acquainted with problems and concerns firsthand.

Develop a uniform financial coding system applicable
to DoDDS activities worldwide.

Finance and accounting office personnel repeatedly expressed

concern about the large and nonstandardized number of accounting

codes being utilized by DoDDS. Plann..ng for a Dependents Schools

Management Structure (DSMS) was begun in 1980, and testing of the

system commenced in two regions in October of 1982. 005 states

that the system will be implemented fully in October of 1983.

12-4
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Ideally, the system DoDDS implements will allow entry and

reporting in terms of un4.que school codes and a fixed number of

functional categories to encourage monitoring and accountability

at the school level. The information in this system should be

flowed down to allow crlsi0tency of management and sound manage-
4

ment at the basic functional level, the school. Four out of 1G

.schools currently rely solely on accounting information provided
0

through their Regional Offices, while 6 out of 10 have developed

school unique accounting files. The scheduled introduction of

regiona: and school level information management systems by

October of 1933 should sol.ve part of this problem.

Establish a streamlined procedure for recording dis-
bursements of DoDDS funds in the school system's
accounting records.

In compliance with DoD procedures, disbursement vouchers

now travel from overseas to ODS and- baex. overseas. This.process

takes between two months and two years, resulting in unliquidated

obligations on the books of the Regional Offices. Timely and

accurate information is thus n.t available to Regional Directors

for them'to comply with Anti-Deficiency Act provisions that pro-

hibit authorizing or incurring expenses in excess of appropria-
,

tions. A proposal by DoDDS to correct these deficiencies has

been made to the OSD Comptroller. ODS expects, when ap:oved and

implemented, this problem should be alleviat 11.

Return to the reimbursable concept in obtairing
logistics support services.

At the time of this study, the practice within DoDDS in

regard to the management of logistics support service financial

3822-5
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resources 'n effect delegates responiibility for control to the

military services providing the support. Specifically, .military

services cite DoDDS funds directly for support provided. This

further reduces the ability of DoDDS to properly manage the

resources for which it is accountable. While no gross negligence

or mischarging has been reported to occur, the procedures are

open to such abuse. Further, DoDDS resource managers lack even

additional information on the amount 02 funds that have. been

obligated.

ODS reported that in response to aAo criticism this practice

will no longer be miloyed as of the :964 fiscal year. This will

result in DoCOS' assuming increas4 responsibility for manage-

.ment control. Staffing iv:els are being examined to a*sre ade-

quate personnel in the Regional Offices to process the informa-

tion that will begin to flow through the system.

Develop and implement a financial manag4ment training
program for school principals.

in February of 1982 DoDDS initiated Its Administrator's

Academy to provide training for school principals. A financial

and logistics management module is included among the workshom

presented through the Academy. Principals themselves re,:ogniie

the need for such trainir4. Thirty -nine ptrcent of DhDS ;rind.-
/

pals rated the training they received in fiscal matters as ade-

quate. Twelve percent retorted having received no/such training.

Fiscal, budgetary, and logistics matters con me less than
A

25 percent of 9 out of 10 principals' time. Given the critical

role of the principal in the educational process the time spent

12-6
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on administrative matters should be hild to a minimum. Proper

tools and skint are a way of ensuring efficient use of time and

minimizing abuses of the school support systems.

Current DoDDS policies suggeit teachers should contact

principals first when problems arise in regard to payroll issues.

After bringing problems to their principals' attention teachere

are to contact payroll offices directly. These offices reported

receiving a large number o phone calls weekly from teachers

making rer,eated inquiries regarding cost-of-living adjustments,

pay rates, pay periods, and tne liKe. Some isolated instancese

have even been reported of notices being posted in DoDDS schools
4

encouraging teachers to flood the respective military s'apport

office with phone calls. We regard this practice as abusive and

_counter to DoDDS! or3anizational interests. Many if not mcst

questions could be answered by one professional or administrative

individual at each school w has been thoroughly briefed on

salary anf benefits caiculatinn and'has access to sound ilorma-
.

tion. The informational broch.lre developed by USrul'ACEUR with

staff a.ssistance from DoDDS explains these computations a

simple and direct way, and should: he distributed to all DoDDS

employees periodically.

Consideration should be given to,the iTpact increased man-

agement control in the system would have on principals and the

level of training appropriate for principals. In impIementiag

expanded fiscal and logistics management Systems the burden, nu

principals should not bt increased, onl:y their skills refiaed to

allow them to fully support the system. In that DoDDS would be

12-7
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PettIO*1"241"11'1161isit--clgitsw 014-tcltli4 t -may be

-appropriate: tO-prOvide eaditiOhal'adOlnistratikm support to

0041ciPaki in tke-r041 of res4uk9d Yds4d4SMent,.

,i3t.thd tit _tett:6 OMEikit

111,346044t.44v400044 04416449d -00;.05 *#1041POblit.

has as, its ii:te.i4i.ty.-PUrpose supporting the.' operation- of. ,schools-

either through 4r14.44 404c4tioh-049#dit-

Three:OUt%.0i:lodr-04nti044;perneWe. that thteipeO4S0 id-

funItiOnlhi p'r'operly in that, their .schools enSive. their fair

*WO of !4(14.i,

The school 'budget-, from the perspective of :PtiftOiPeld, is
040arily, a matter of Staff' approval .o "requests rob

such things-AO. pOrdhase..Of 000 equipment aftd.hehie:c*ring maih-

tehahca. and the' alionation,of tut*: ttanapOrtatiOnsdup,

0.06, And equipment. Whipt'Ole.14t#ity,Oititi4d441.d report

they are receildits their fair Share Ofj'UO:Sm-ohly 36' percent

OeiCeitred the 1482-83 school letiei.Otidget or Stippi4da and equip=

4tlient to be adegUete It thOUid- ricitaAa*44, its'of May 1083- tito.

7-716-014ft83 budget Was 1)4 Mi14901bAlOw, the adjusted prior yo

amount as a result of operat44.undet continuing. resolution.

Ihrtheti no correlation. found between pripOitiali,1 assessment.

Of.adigutcy of this budget. and th40aseessment of the adeetuedy

of the materials it 41044 them to purchase, Whi4h were rated.

4.44Y.

The involi/estent70 0400-040ie the deyeIopment of the

poOps budget vitel.es.&0doedimg:to regional. practice. Three-

4Uarters of all princi.Palt rePort.igOiating estimates at the

.6.1441.1.thit.,,....
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school level. Variation is found in what their -Iiataitsion

Covers. School supplies and equipment budgets are almost Oil=

i/ereally initiated by principai.t, while less than half Of the.

vAncipals are involved in developing travel, Tby, repair and.

maintenance, and staff aspects of the bgaget. At t.he.scii06K

-,7_"

ri

level the perception is that where the school *provides input, its

budget stibmission influences its funding. Yet these submiesionk

Were characteristically referred to as "with liste bythose pice

paring them.' Regional Office personnel Who-reiiieW40061:b4dge*".

SUbmissiOns expressed concern that prinCip.ali .often d&noiCiem.

the task seriously, and their requests should bt t-iven close

Scrutiny.

Not only does the practice of budget development vary aCi.Cie

regions but many of the details of the guidelines iiio-viry.

Staffing and equipment guidance is standatdited systemwide: bOw-,

ever, this is not the case with.other,aipects of the budget w444-

are left to the discretion of Regional Offices.

It is recommended that DoDDS reconsider its, budget deve160.=

ment process so that (1) more informatiCn and documentation ti.6*

up through the system and (2) this information is bated on more

standardized principles. One example of the dissimilarities

occurring across regions is found in school level budgets for

supplies and equipment. While systemwide this budget-averages

approximately $60 per pupil, significant differences exist in ihe.

average appropriations to schools across regions. Based on

12-9
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Tcttiip413.1 reports of theit supplies and equipment budget

44OCatiOnt.We find the following:

Panama $84
leOtany7North $80
Atlantic, $67
Miditertsnek. $58
04tslatip.scuth $46
=Pacific ;-* $38'

7.77".44.4

i*,keco#04hded. that for budgeting purposes DoDDS develop.

and: utilize whatmay.be termed program structure costs, that it;

9COS.attkibiltOle.to the.existende of 4 given organization, and.

Pr4404- on -4, model eitgaftitatioO chart, staffing plan, and table

of .01inter0 equipment. this.!ilbdel should also define the plumber

Of.setvice outputs 'the basic program structure can produce. Fdt

*OS, this would be a maximum nmber bE students capable of

being taught by a given school or school complex with the man-

ated resources. More broadly put, program structure costs in

. tow would be organized as f011oWs:

Unit Peogkam-StrUcture Elements

School Buidin, Maintenance, SUpplies,
;4414PeOk,Staff (Including
SoMe:TO4Ohi.ng Poiitions), and
the,Liye

Region Organitation
materials

ODS orgariitation
Materials

Structure, Staff

Structure, Staff,

Outputs,

Students
Taught
Per Year

Schools
Supervised

Regions
Supervised;
Spedial
Programs
Managed

These program structures would be costed, and the basic

41Mber of students served within the structure defined. The

:Orbgtam structure costs would then form the equivalent of a

4

.4 4,
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fixed colt base for tOViOe'de/iVery tosit,WhiO4 DODDS budgeting'

for students in. erCeSis Of "program structure' CipacitY would pro=.
.

- .
4,`,4

1Ne

Developieentof the Cbtit! #Odld take into account variables

such as site of .'5Oó cOuntriagd. dispersion of student!.

'.1
To complement thetprOgram.strOdOre4 0044 400aCh:.Out-

Uned above it It re000Merid-ed:*that-00414.arsalysiisof cost . . .

.Y.>.,

elements related to pOyisiori-WAtude#00:it0 00ducte4

and 4, 4X4i1d4e4' 04t be 0041.9Ped for ei0.#-.41400.44 00. 0.4:00#A.
...,;;

might be 14,cr-d0OvOtiOhal-6040$100tt-kg15.#09t4intlei'140k
: s-,:. .

Osto what vibuicl-be s'4 44 0#.0 Iiii4. 01:4MentS,w414444001
....4.

-.

Aefine the incremental Obit'ssioCiOed With.ea0h-fieW'student

entering DopDS: This would be a historical cost study to deter.4

Mine both the current Oat or piing of eadii.liesterit of eddc'ea''

t.onal Service, and tiiebtlang4-tOtm éi%d. SO as to: predict future
1.bt

d10-03- Typical -e1fit.a005 tight .indiudes

. ipatuctioffiailiefsopnal Cott:*

SOokt
1

p Supplies and,haterialS (Used by -ktfi student

1, 1 Materials ad lekrningtiift by'groups of
n . - 7
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Special ptoigtats.cOltS, such ass

Special EdUdatiOn

AthlitiOt'a0d 4tidCutticular Activities

- Science aria Math tnrichmeht
-. ESL



- k -

The result would be a refined student-year standard cost Of.

the type discussed earlier. This standard cost would be aPpliOd4,

bie to each new student in excess of the program structure canae--

ity of DoOpS. This would greatly facilitate budget justifica

tion, since the Department, OMB, and the Congres1 could be given:

4 basic cost projection in the form:

(Program Structure Cost) + (Standard Cost x umber of
Incremental Students) = Budget

This could, of course, be adjusted annually for pay cost dhan§04

inflation, and the tike and would. be supported by detail

oped and documented at the Regional leVel.

Development of Improved BUdget Formats

Much of the format of budget submissions to the Department

and OMB by DoDDS is mandated from those organizations (e.g., by

OMB Circular A-11). To facilitate understanding, hOwever, cer-

tain additions to the existing format. could prove very helpful.

Recommended changes are the following:

Include "At-a-Olance" Tables. These would be one-page
tables ross-walking;

- Programs against organization units

Programs against object class costs

- Organization units against object class costs

Each table would suisparize totalpoODS or total unit
Costs for a Single fiscal year. Cross - referencing or
footnoting would reflect the relationship of the its
to the other' tabulations and jlietificatione.

Prepare Unit-by-Unit Summa of. Changes. For each
unit, changes in budget by program should be presented:

NarratiVe Justification. loot each change in progra010*
unit, provide a narrative explanation, computing the
amount and defining the reason or cause of the change.,

.12-12.489
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tt. mould be valuitble to explore the best approach to incorporat-
.

ing such format changes in existing budget materials. Some of

f.hOse and other format changes have been included in DoDDS'

revised Sumter 1983 budget instructions, but ODS maintains only

177egional information, .not school level data. Although some

,dhinfje in budget format is desirable and is being achieved, DoDDS

continue to conform. to the format provided by the Departheht

.Odense.

.2,
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CHAPTER 13

DECISION MAKING AND POLICY DEVELOPMENT

The assessment of DoDDS decision making and policy-develop-

. ment functions proceeded from the position that (1) for these

functions to be performed appropriately, information on which to

base decisions must be available, and (2) those having review

authority external to the organization would perceive the func-

tions as being carried out effectively. Information requirements

'ere defined as being those needed to carry out the following

responsibilities:

Strategic Planninc, which refers to the process of
deciding on objectives, changing objectives, allocating
resources to meet objectives, developing policies, and
monitoring resources acquisition

Management Control, which refers to the process used by
managers to obtain resources that meet objectives'

Operational Control, which refers to the process of
assuring that specific tasks are carried out effec-
tively and efficiently

Exhibit 13-1 provides the detailed structure that was used for

assessment. It should be noted that it was in this area of the

system's mana;ement that the most developmental activity was

found to be occurring within DoDDS.

STRATEGIC PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT CONTROL

In a public service organization such as DoODS the concept

of strategic planning is best evidenced through the budget pro-

cess. As part of this process the system addresses the broad
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OECISION-NANINS

NIERARCHY

ORGANIZATIONAL

LEVEL INVOLVED DECISION OBJECTIVES

DECISION muss
INPUTS

INFORMATION

SOURCES

4.

DECISION, PROCESS

OUTPUTS

Strategic

Planning

President, Congress

Ouput Assistant

it objectives Staff Studies Special *one-

time* reports

Coals

Socretary for KRAAL

DotonsIno resources

to be applied

External situation Simulation Policies

OoDOS Director 'Reports on internal

achlovoments

Inquiries

(Unrestricted)

onstraints

Management

Control

MOOS Director

MODS Headquarters

Allocate assigned

resources to task

Summaries 'tiny regular

reports

Decisions

MOOS Regions

Mat4 roles Exceptions Format variety *Fersooal.

Leadership

?ft. Procedures
O.

Measure performance inquiries
1-1 (Restricted)

1

1.1 Exert cool re 1 Data-flank

oriented

Operational

Control

WOK Regional Oftice

Military Coiesnd

Use resources to carry

cut toots In coolorer

enco with rules

Internal counts Format Act Ions

MODS District Olt Ice Fixed pro-

cedures

WOOS School Admini-

strators

Complex

School Personnel Concrete

392
SOURCE: Adapted vrom Sherman C. Blumenthal, Monag.m.ont Information Systems, page 29.

(Englewood Clifts, NJ: Pct.-flee-Hall, 1969)

EXHIBIT 13-1

AN INFORMATION SYSTEMS PERSPECTIVE OP WOOS
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questions about Where the system is going, defines new initia-

tives, determines preferred courses of action, and obtains con-

currence of those above in the chain of command (i.e., the

Department of Defense and the Congress).

formalized, integrated process for planning and budget

development based on programmatic objectives has been neglected

in the past. Through FY83 there has been extreme' variation, at

the regional level, in how the budget requests submitted to ODS

are developed. One region, reporting itself to have a bottom-up

program-based budget process, requests school principals to

submit their requirements for textbooks, supplies,,and

educational equipment only. Another region circulates detailed

budget guidance relative to all major budget line items to all

Schools. It is the sum of information gathered through these

diverse means that is the source of data referenced by CDS staff

when compiling the region level and below component of the

system-wide budget request. with a few important exceptions, the

general directionality in budget development has been downward,

rather than upward from discrete programmatic elements at the

school level.

Beginning with the FY84 budget cycle DoDDS has adoptad a

participatory budget system that more fully involves the regional

headquarters in the preparation and defense of the DoDDS budget

and in the distribution of assets. Senior management expects

this more open approach to budgeting will eliminate the

adversarial relationships between regions and reduce retention

13-3 394
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of contingency funds at the regional level. DoDDS also reports

its plans to move towards standardization of school Level budget

inputs and has begun an increased program of education and train-

ing of administrators. ODS antizipates this, in conjunction with

the Regional Information Management System (RIMS) and the School

Information Management System (SIMS), will give the administra-

tors the tools they need to become managers.

DoODS. budget has increased annually since 1978, as shown

below:

ET79 $313,644,000
FY80 $342,803,000
FY8I $369,300,000
FY82 $396,693,000
FY83 $413,511,000

Those in OSD involved in review and approval of the DoDDS budget

report that while growth has occurred, the process has not been

an efficient one due to the inability on the part of DoDDS to

clearly articulate its needs. The need for such clear articula-

tion to ensure an efficient process is of prime importance.

DoDDS is highly visible, being different in maly respects from

other defense agencies participating in thi process.

Up through the FY83 budget cycle, budge_ hearing experience

has included instances of ODS administrators being unable to

provide consistent counts of students and teachers to define

budget requests. The individuals who understand the data used in

developing the budget (i.e., the Regional Directors) have not

always been sufficiently involved in budget defense.

'DoDDS reports that, subsequent to the period of data collec- .

tion for thin study, a standardized forMat for regional budgets

13-4
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has been produced, and a Regional Information Management System

is scheduled for implementation. The planned system will allow

identification of school level budgets for those items that are

discretionary at the school level and will permit tracing of

execution data. Continued intensive attention on the part of

DoDDS senior administrators to the implementation of a system

with such capability is strongly encouraged.

Those external to DoDDS who are responsible for budget

review also reeort that data on relative effectiveness of alter-,

native strategies and approaches to a wide array of logistical

and instructional services have not been provided in the past.

Such information is the product of systematic research designed

specifically to aid decision making by providing evidence

regarding the degree to which a program is meeting its stated

eojectives (i.e., program evaluation).

Systematic :-rogram ealcation is undertaken Sy Dt'DS
$

through:

The annual systemwide testing program

The five-year curriculum review process

SCA Accreditation

Educational evaluation programs of the regions

The first two approaches are comprehensive ongoing system-

wide programs of applied research. As with these programs, the

SCA Accreditation process is an essential activity providing

valuable information. Although data from SCA evaluations are

_2



drawn together and discussed, a formal analytic framework applied

to this information could enhance the information available to

decison makers. While useful as it is structured, the cycling of

curricula through the five-year assessment does not provide the

opportunity to examine interactions across subject areas and does

not provide data on the success of the educational program as a

whole. There is some evidence of redundancy between ODS spon-

sored testing and regional evaluation programs. The utility of

the data bases Dor.'" has produced through its educational assess-

ments cannot be denied. From a management perspective, ,however,

ODS administrators have been limited in the us4 they could! make

of these data bases. OOS is acquiring an internal analytic

c*.pability that will increase its ability to access these

systems. Until acquisition in complete, it is fully dependent on

DMDC to produce speciaranalyses, a dependency atypical of

stateside syste s of similar size.

Evaluation of DoODE functions that are supportive of the

educational program (e.g., logistics, finance, and accounting) do

not undergo comparable. systematic evaluation. Studies by the

Inspector General and General Accounting Office do provide

information in this vein. These studies, however, are designed

to answer questions posed Outside of the system, not in response

to the needs of DoDDS decision makers. DoDDE can, and does,

request :assistance from the Defense Audit Service to answer

specific internally developed information requirements. These

13-97
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are currently ad hoc. ODS reports that a systematic planned
=100m

program for such assessments is being formulated.

A shortcoming of past studies performed in the areas of

logistics and finance is that they are not designed to assess the

effectiveness of these operations in meeting the educational

objectives or DoDDS. For example, a recent GAO study strongly

encouraged DoDDS to increase the local hiring of full-time

teachers. The design of that studilooked at hiring practices

exclusively from an economic perspective. No analytic considera-

tion was given to the effect increased local hiring would have on

the pool of substitute teacher's essential to the smooth operation

cf educational programs. By relying solely on external resources

for these types of evaluations, information sensitive to DoDDt

`objectives is not readily available to DoDDS administrators and

policymakers.

MANAGEMENT CONTROL AND OPERATIONAL CONTROL

During the past eight months DoDDS has initiated intensive

activity designed to create a management information system that

contains provision for automated data processing. While in its

initial stages, the system is expected by ODS to alleviate a

major portion of the deficiencies cited in the following discus-

sion. During the data gathering period for the current study,

little evidence was found of the tracking of program and sub-

program costs, personnel, or outcomes. The preceding chapter

provided discussion of shortcomings in the accounting process

398 13-7



currently in operation that limits the information available to

managers to track expenditures against their budgets. The

ability to manage fiscal resources has been hampered further in

recent budget cycles by continuing resolution authorities in lieu

of appropriations and the late appropriations of funds for

teacher salary adjustments. The effect of the budgeting phenome-

non on managers is compounded by limited information. Some, but

not all, regions maintain information that allows them to react

promptly and rationally to sudden "windfalls" when funds are

released late in the school year. Others do not use information

on school-level programmatic needs to respond in this way.

The information available to.managers is further limited by

DoDDS' dependence on the military for support services. Theie is

no routine coordinated system of linAge between provider of ser-

vice and requestor of service. The most obvious case of this is

in the area of accounting, where each branch of the military

provides reports in their on format according to their own

unique expense categories. The DoDDS accounting system under

design should alleviate this. ituation. But this is not the only

area of military support. All personnel* services are provided

through the military. Information on personnel subsequently

resides in the various CPO offices. It is available to DoDDS on

request, in the format and within the time frame established by

the service provider. The situation is similar in regard to

other services provided by the military.
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DoDDS has been affected by this decentralized unstandardized

data network. When information is required to answer a manage-
.

ment question, 'there is a worldwide or. regionwide (as the case

may be) effect. Staff are pulled away from operational responsi-

bilities to track down and compile needed data, often with little

definition of the data requirement. One request for information

in the fall of 1982, appearing as a single sentence, triggered

on-site inspections of all schools. The information compiled by

one region in response to this request was measured in terms of

feet: other regional responses were measured in pages..

While questions have been raised overthe years regarding

the fact that LO percent of DoDDS' budget is devoted to student

transportation (compared to an average 5 percent stateside),

DoDDS has not been in a position to justify the expense because

transportation is the responsibility of the military. Regional

Offices find it difficult to identify problematic spending pat-

terns for lack of adequate and standardized data. The data

reside at individual military installations, developed by trans-:

portation officers in accordance with DoD guidance but inter-

preted under individual service and command instructions.

DoDDS has completed the design of a school level management

information system and has conducted an information needs.

assessment at the ODS and regional levels. When implemented,

these systems should facilitate the upward flow of information to

the system's managers and decision makers.

13-9.

1.

.1



The downward flow of information is also critical within an

organization--particularly one as geographically dispersed as

DODDS. Such downward distribution of information provides infor-

mation needed to guide those making management and operational

control decisions. It is also essential to ensure that those

assessing the system and its schools from outside the organiza-

tion have an accurate perception. It is in DODDS' best interest

that perceptions be accurate to ensure that behavior toward the

system is appropriate.

There is evidence of miscommunication between DODDS, as a

system, and those on whom the system depends for service. Inter-

viewers were continuously informed by military personnel, at all

levels, of cases of mismanagement in DODDS or of situations where

they were highly critical of decisions made by DODDS. While some

of these cases could be documented, others could not. For

example. the tale was often told by community commanders that

DODDS "bobtails" the facilities it builds in order to spread the

funds it receives under MILCON. This is not the case, but the

perspective exists that DODDS managers are making decisions that

are not in the best interests of the schools.

DODDS managers do not have to explain and justify their

_actions to all persons claiming an interest in the school system.

But it is in the system's best interest that those requested to

act on DODDS' management decisions have a basis for respecting

those decisions.

401
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RECOMMENDATIONS

A requirements-type budgeting process should be implemented

uniformly throughout DoDDS, with staff providing necessary train-

ing and guidance to personnel at all levels regarding current and

five-year budget development.

Elements that should be included in the development of pro-

gram level budget justifications,includes

Enrollment projections and the basis for the projec-
tions: currently these are obtained from the military
services.

Total amount requested for the activity with special
emphasis on the rationale for changes from the current
year estimate.

What would be accomplished for the target population
and why this is important.

Where the request is lower than current levels, an
explanation of the reasons'for the reduction (i.e.,
cost-saving measures, change in DoDDS role, diminishing
need, program consolidation, current fiscal restraints,
etc.). A description of the anticipated impact, if
any, on the target population and how parents or other
public and private groups may assume the financial
responsibility should be given:

Evaluation results, including educational and GAO
findings, which support proposed changes in strategy.
Evaluation results used can be positive or negative,
but should support the budget strategy. Evidence of
effectiveness other than formal evaluation results may
be used.

Relationship of activity and/or strategy to DODDS
Director priorities or DOD priorities for the budget
year.

Descriptive measures for the past, current, and budget
years which can be quantified and which give a quick
indication of the tangible results of the program.
Care should be taken in choosing data that are tied to
the objectives and strategies of the program. The
numbers may identify per-pupil expenditures, number of
hours per week of training, and number of participants
served. Several measures should be included for each
program (decision unit).
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Highly specific budget preparation guidance and training of

administrators at all levels will be necessary to assure proper

implementation of these budget directives.

An "alternative level" request should be required for

certain decision units each year in order to ascertain the likely

Impact of expanding, contracting, or eliminating specific DoDDS

programs and activities. In this instance the same detailed

rationale and associated descriptive measures would be prepared

for the alternative level budget.

Requirements-type program budget justifications are to be

initiated at the lowest levels of the system and built up to a

systemwide level on an annual basis beginning in FY84. These

integrated budgets should be used to ,provide, for the first time ,

a fully articulated and justified DoDDS budget formulation that

explicity shows program decision unit tradeoff considerations,

and provides a formal accountability mechanism for subsequently

measuring resource managment performance at every administrative

level including the school-building level.

To complement and support this budget process DoDDS should

develop a strategic (long-range) planning capability and program.

Such planning should involve an analysis of environmental influ-

ences affecting the organization and its mission, including demo-

graphic trends, economic factors, technological concerns, and

education conditions. This planning should include frequent

consultations between the DoDDS Director. Regional Directors, and

other division heads to assure responsive support to new issues

13-12403
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and policy questions as they emerge, and to provide these deci-

sion makers an early opportunity to participate in the formula-

tion of the assumptions guiding the planning process. Although

one outcome of this process would be an annual coordinated DoDDS

Program Objective Memorandum CPOM) projecting financial needs for

the next 'five years, we envision a broader and more open-minded

planning activity that would extend beyond the requirements of

POM development.

The evaluation activities now undertaken by DoDDS should be

expanded to be a comprehensive, coordinated activity that pro-

vides infdrmation;on all aspects of the system. An evaluation

plan should.be developed that includes the education assessment

program now in place, integrates the evaluation of support ser-

vices, and orovides Central Office access to certain information

now reviewed only at the regional level. The evaluation activi-

''ties of the Regional Offices and ODS should be coordinated, and

regions should not duplicate the information collection activi-

ties initiated by ODS. DoDDS is encouraged to continue its

1 development of an integrated management information system and to

move quickly, but carefully, to implementation.

Consideration should also be given to developing an in-house

analytic capability. This would provide decision makers the

flexibility to take !ull advantage of the information available

to them. Two additional functions might be considered in con-
.1,

junction with the information system and evaluation program:

(1) the development of a centralized student data bank, and
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(2) the initiation of a published Annual Education Report that

would include current information and statistical summaries cn

student characteristics, faculty profile, detailed budget

expenditures, curriculum changes, and findings of program eval-

uation and special research studies to interested military com-

manders and families, 00. and the Congress.

The current development of a centralized student data bank

should assure accurate and timely transfer of pertinent health

and academic record data to receiving schools (both stateside and

in DODOS) in advance of student arrival. In addition, when

implemented, the centralized student data bank will provide a

unique and extremely important capability for conducting ongoing

longitudinal research on the effect of DODOS schooling (with'

appropriate controls for parent background and school transition)

that would be impossible to obtain in any other cost-effective

manner. With this analytic capability O0DDS will be in a

position to directly estimate the outcome of a DoDDS education ot

its students.
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CHAPTER 14

STRUCTURE AND ORGANIZATION

Preceding the merger of Germany-North and Germany-South on

January 1, 1983, DoDDS was organized into six Regional Offices

and a Headquarters Office (ODS) in Alexandria, Virginia. Four of

the five current regions contain subregional structures (EPAs)

which will be referred to as district-level organizations here.

Some of these EPAs have been given a supervisory role in relation

to school principals within their assigned geographic areas.

A concern that emerged from our interviewing and data col-

lection was the enormous variability in th, supervisory span of

control existing across regions. In locations where district

EPAs are delegated direct supervisory responsibility fo: school

principals, one typically finds a more reasonable span of control

extending to 10-15 principals.

A second area of concern that surfaced in our interviewing

was the widespread perception that DoDD3 is top heavy with admin-

istrators. This belief was pervasive among military commanders,

principals, teachers, parents, and evon Regional Office staff.

Careful examination of staffing data reported for large sch:sol

systems nationwide reveals that thiz concern may be well founded.

DODDS currently naports that ratios of students/central-office

professional staff are lower than those for comparable school

systems stateside, despite substantial administrative support

406
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in the personnel, finance, and accounting areas outside of DoDDS.

However, DoODS not only fulfills the role of alocal school

system but also carries out responsibilities assumed by stateside

State Education Agencies and intermediate or regional educational

service units.

A. third issue that emerged from the data collection effort

was the extent of operational functions performed at the DoDDS

headquarters level. Certain operational responsibilities were

deliberately established at both ODS and regional levels.

Rather than finding the differentiation between policy/planning

CODS) and operations kregion) articulated in DoDDS publications,

considerable overlap was discovered in functions across levels,

with little evidence of strong policy and planning leadership

from ODS! Recent steps taken by ODS to design and implement a

managemenitinformation system, as well as a school improvement

program, suggest that top management attention is beginning to be

directed toward these deficiencies.

A fourth area of concern that surfaced in our inquiry was

the apparent unevenness in the quality and responsiveness of

personnel services provided by Civilian Personnel Offices. More

than a third of all school principals report these services as

unsatisfactory, a level unequaled by any other DoDDS support

activity. This finding is perhaps reflected by the sentiments of

CPO Directors themselves, almost half of whom would not object to

DoDDS' providing its own personnel functions rather than

depending on CPO support.
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Finally, a fifth major theme that evolved during data co).-

lection was an apparent imbalance across all organizational

levels in the allocation of personnel and the effort given to

resource management. Few professionally trained resource

management specialists exist at any level of the DoDDS system at

the present time. Efforts. have been initiated only in recent

months to develop a management information system that might

provide timely inputs to the budget planning cycle. These

deficiencies have contributed, in our judgment, to such problems

as inaccurate forecasting of student enrollments, GAO reports

critical of DoDDS' financial and accounting practices, and

inadequate strategic and long-range planning.

In this chapter a reorganization of the system is propoled

as a means of addressing these problems in a coordinated manner.

In the first section a revised regional and district organize- .

tional plan is discussed. The rationale of this structure is

redaction in the number of professionals above the school level,

and location of educational and resource management specialists

closer to the school level. Next, a new management structure is

presented for ODS, regions; and districts that more clearly

differentiates policy and planning functions from operational

functions, while strengthening the emphasis on integrated

resource management at all levels. In the third section, speci-

fic staffing allocations are proposed to demonstrate how the new

structure could be manned in an efficient and effective manner.

The final section presents an organizational plan that would

408
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enable DoDDS to provide its own personnel functions rather than

receive this support from CP0s.

REGIONAL CONSOL/DATION AND DISTRICT ORGANIZATION

The previous 6 DoDDS regions employed 425 persons at the

Regional Office and the district levels. With the exception of

Panama, Regional Offices have had roughly equal complements,

despite greatly different student enrollments (varying from

approximately 14,000 to 44,000 students). On-board staff as of

December 1, 1982, is shown in Exhibit 14-1.

This replicated staffing posture across Regional Offices,

together with the staffing complement in the Headquarters Office,

has produced lower ratios of students/central-office professional

staff than would be expected for a large school system. This

disparity would be even greater if the professional staff oatsii,

DoODS who are providing various administrative support functions

to DODDS (i.e., CPO, military finance, and accounting) were

counted as they are for comparative figures from other school

systems. The comparative ratio of students/central-office pro-

fessional staff for school systems nationally having more than

25,000 students, 2 combination SEA/LEAs (Hawaii and District of

Columbia), 1 large LEA similar in size to DoODS, and DoDDS are as

follows:
Type Enrollment Ratio

Large School Systems >25,000 577
Combination SEA/LEA

(Hawaii) 161,387 845
Combination SEA/LEA

(D.C.) 93,545 538
Fairfax County, Virginia 123,675 509
DoDDS 138,860 441



ODS ATL GER-N GER-S MED

Director 6 2 3 6 3

Exec. Services 9 8 8 11 11

Education 33 22 27 23 24

Logistics 12 13 16 15 13

Fiscal 15 10 12 17 15

Personnel 22 8 9 6 7

District 0 12 1 11 0

TOTAL 97 75 76 89 73

EXHIBIT 14-1

ODS AND REGIONAL STAFF
ON BOARD BY DIVISION
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Each comparison shows DoDDS to have a lower ratio of students/

central-office professional staff than comparable school systems,

suggesting that DoDDS is overstaffed at the central office or

above school level.

Central office professional level staffing can be controlled:

in part, by reducing the number of Regional Offices from the

current five to three, with the Atlantic, Mediterranean, and

Panama regions being Consolidated into a single region, as shown

below:

Previous New
Regions Regions

Germany-North
Germany-South

Atlantic
Mediterranean
Panama

Pacific

Germany

Atlantic/Mediterranean

?acific

We recommend that the offices for these three new regions be

located in Wiesbaden, Eastcote, and Okinawa.

The situation of the Panama Regional Office involves sev-

eral special considerations. The recently concluded treaty with

Panama rAluires that the U.S. not increase the functions or

personnel associated with any activities currently being con-

ducted in Panama. Although the elimination of a DoDDS Regional

Office in Panama would appear to be consonant with the treaty

terns, it may be desirable for military or political reasons to

consider a transitional status for Panama in which it would

report directly to the DoDDS Director for the next one to two

411
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years, albeit as a district organization rather than as a DoDDS

Regional Office.

If DoDDS regional consolidation is expanded, it is essen-

tial that the subregional or district-level organization be

extended to provide immediate and direct supervision of school

principals. We propose 20 District Offices, each supervising and

:providing administrative/management support to approximately

10-15 schools. The District Offices might be located by city

and/or country, as shown in Exhibit 14-2.

MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE

DoDDS management needs to give priority consideration to.

revising the structure at the Headquarters level to:

Facilitate short-term and long-range planning

Better inform decision making through an expanded
evaldation activity and/or an increased, accessible
information base

Coordinate budget development with planning and improve
budget justification capabilities

Maintain responsive support to congressional and
Department of Defense needs

Activities that are operations oriented should be transitioned,

where possible, to the Regional Office level: This further

decentralization of operational activities should occur simul-

taneously with enhanced centralization of policy/planning and

evaluation and monitoring functions at ODS. A proposed organiza-

tional structure for ODS that accentuates these objectives is

shown in Exhibit 14-3.
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Germany Region (8)

Atlantic/Mediterranean
Region (8)

Pacific Region (4)

EXHIBIT 14-2

Bremerhaven
Frankfurt
Mainz
Heidelberg
Kaiserslautern
Stuttgart
Ruernberg
Munich

U.K. West
U.K. East
Beninor
Panama and Islands
Spain -

Italy North
Italy South
Greece/Turkey/Bahrain

Korea
Japan
Okinawa
Philippines

DISTRIBUTION OF DISTRICT OFFICES BY REGION

. .
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For the Regional Offices we propose a management structure

that closely resembles the current regional organization (Exhibit

14-4). The current regional structure appears well suited to an

operations orientation. We propose to streamline it further by

dropping the Executive Services Division and merging necessary

functions from this division into the Office of the Regional

Director. As explained in a later section, most current roles in

existing Regional Offices will be carried into the new structure,

with one major exception: only a small Instruction Division staff

will remain in the Regional Office, while most current Education

Division staff will transfer to instruction units in District

Offices.

The proposed structure of the new District Office is shokon

in Exhibit 14-5. We propose the assignment of 4 instructional or

curriculum specialists to each of the 20 districts in the new

regions. Skill areas would be balanced across adjacent districts

so as to provide maximum coverage of content specialties within

given geographic areas, while still maintaining the decentralized

orientation of these support services. Additional content area

assistance would be developed through designating selected

individual teachers to occasionally provide consultation to other

schools within their districts under the guidance of the curri-

culum specialists.

In addition, a professionally trained Resource Manager and

Personnel Manager would work in each District Office under the

direction of the District Administrator. These individuals would
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be responsible for such activities as assisting schools in supply

ordering, negotiating ISAs, monitoring budget and finances, and

coordinating local personnel selection and transfer as directed

by the District Administrator.

The proposed District Offices will play a crucial rote in

providing enhanced support to school principals. The instruc-

tional specialists and resource management specialists located in

each of these offices will be able to form strong relationships

with the 10-15 schools in their areas through frequent contact,

and thus be able to provide more appropriate and timely assis-

tance through their knowledge of the service needs of these

schools. In addition, we have recommended that District Offices

have primary supervisory and monitoring responsibility for spe-

cial education staff working at the schools within their area.

Staff development activities would also be initiated and provided

from the District Office.

The reporting/supervisory relationship across levels would

be quite simple; Regional Directors would report to the DcDDS

Director, District Administrators would report to their respec-

tive vegional Directors, and school principals would report to

their respective District Administrators. There would be no

supervisory relationship between divisions or components at one

level and similar entities at another organizational level.

PROPOSED STAFFING ALLOCATION

----- -At-several-points-in-this discussion we-have suggested the

reassignment of significant numbers of Instruction (Education)

14-13
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Division staff from ODS and Regional Offices to the district

level. On the basis of the revised structure presented in

previous sections, we propose an initial FY84 allocation of

staffing as follows:

ODS - 55

Regions - 195

Districts - 180

TOTAL 430

As additional operational activities in the personnel,

finance, and logistics areas are transferred from ODS to the

Regional Office level over a 6-12 month period, we would

recommend a further ODS staffing reduction by 15-20 positions at

the GS-12 and below levels with a concomitant staffing increase

in the Regional Offices as shown below:

ODS - 40

Regions - 210

Districts - 180

TOTAL 430

The 50-remaining authorized positions (of DoDDS' current 480

positions) above the school level might be reallocated to school

level, for example, as Resource Managers reporting to principals

of the larger DoDDS schools.

Exhibit 14-6 indicates the currant gride distribution of the

522 DoDDS administrative staff (including district-related staff)

on board as of December 1, 1982. In addition, we have shown the

'grade distribution under the proposed new structure.
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CURRENT
STRUCTURE

PROPOSED
STRUCTURE

E7: % Wo: %

SES 2 0.4 2 0.5

GS -15 11 2.1 9 2.0

GS -14 43 8.1 34 8.0

GS -13 83 15.9 69 16.0

GS-12 140 26.8 126 29.3

GS-II 36 6.9 30 7.0

Loc. Nat. 48 9.2 39 9.0

GS-9 or 159 30.5 121 28.1
Below

Total DoDDS
Staff 522 430

Central-Office
Professionals 315 270

Students Per
Central-Office
Professional
Ratio 441 51.4

EXHIBIT 14-6

GRADE DISTRIBUTION FOR CURRENT
'AND PROPOSED DoDDS STRUCTURE
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The resultant' ratio of students/central-office professional staff

(514) more closely approaches that reported earlier for combina-

tion SEA/LEAs and for one large school system similar in size to

DoDDS. Finally, Exhibit 14-7 shows projected division staffing

levels for the new structure in FY84 and ryas.

Planning for Implementation

In order to appropriately execute this proposed reorgani-

zation, ODS will need to undertake early consultations with OPM

and OSO regarding the development of revised functional descrip-

tions for each of the new organizational levels, the development

of revised job descriptions and job classifications for positions

at each level, and potential personnel and budgetary actions that

may be required to fully implement the plan. As these consul-

tations proceed, ODS will need to revise current regulations and

directives to reflect these respecified functions and activities.

INTEGRATED PERSONNEL FUNCTION

DoDDS principals by and large view the CPO support they are

receiving as seriously inadequate. Thirty-five percent report

that these services are unsatisfactory or very unsatisfactory.

Perceptions of inadequacy are more marked for activities invciv-

ing the processing of pay changes, handling of promotions, and

the hiring of substitutes and local teachers. Structuring these

personnel functions within DoDDS itself would create a stronger

incentive and greater accountability for high quality performance

for these vital personnel activities than could probably ever be

achieved in the CPO organizational environment.

14-16
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ODS

FY84

5

FY85

5Director
Planning, Budgeting,
and Evaluation 20 20

Operations 30 15

Subtotal 55 40

Region

Director 6 6
Instruction 15 15
Logistics 72 77
Finance 72 77
Personnel 30 35

Subtotal 195 210

District

Administrator 40 40
Instruction 80 80
Resources 40 40
Personnel 20 20

Subtotal 180 180

TOTAL 430 430

rl

EXHIBIT 14-7

PROJECTED DIVISION STAFFING LEVELS
BY FISCAL YEAR

( .
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Twenty-eight CPO offices overseas were visited during the

representative site data collection. A total of 65 FTEs (based

on 195 individuals) were reported for the "time actually spent"

providing DoODS support in these offices. Tabulations of the

number of D0ODS administrators, teachers, and support personnel

who were reported as currently the responsibility of the CPO

offices visited totaled 7,410 personnel. These numbers can be

extrapolated to estimate the actual time currently being spent by

CPO offices for all DoDDS personnel (excluding ODS). This ratio

,0 .

estimation procedure involves multiplying
11 53--o times 65 PTEs to

derf.ve an estimate of total time spent processing DoDDS-related

personnel matters. This total time worldwide is estimated to be

97 FTEs, distributed as follows (based on detailed CPO interview

data):

40 FTE cP0/Chief/Specialist

15 FTE Assistant

36 FTE Clerk/Clerk Typist/Secretary

6 FTE Miscellaneous

DoDDS has independently calculated the support necessary to

maintain this personnel function at 140 positions (including

training, technical assistance. etc., provided by organizations

above the individual CPO office level).

CPO Directors generally view DoDDS activities as more com-

plex and time-consuming than other activities. These Directors

overwhelmingly (75 percent) view their DoDDS workload as in-

creasing compared to 3 years ago. Many CPOs overseas report

14-18
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difficulty in hiring and retaining qualified personnel to staff

their activities, due in part to grade constraints on their own

staffing. Relatively little training specific to DonOS process-

ing activities is provieft1 for on-board staff. Fully half of the

CPOs rate the quality of DoDDIV CONUS-hired personnel folders to

be poor or very poor when they arrive from stateside CPO offices.

Two-thirds also indicate that DoDDS' CONUS hires are not properly

?repared when they arrive it the foreign countries to which they

have been assigned. When asked to react to the suggestion that

DoDDS should provide its owe personnel functions rather than

depending on CPO support, 54,percent opposed the idea, 21 percent

of CPOs favored this idea, and 25 percent were neutral.

How might this activity be implemented in DoDDS? We would

propose that the same number of full-time equivalents reported by

CPOs as actual time spent or. DoDDS-related activities (97 FTEs).

be allocated to incremental district level staffing so as to pro-

vide personnel services as close to the school level as possible.

This number of positions would translate to approximately five

additional personnel function slots on average in each new Dis-

trict Office. ODS would assume responsibility for communication

and transfer arrangements for CONUS hires prior to their depAr-

tu-e from the U.S.

Some have argued that transferring the CPO function to DoDDS

would tend to distance this activity even further from DoDDS'

school-level personnel, thus producing even more problems in the

personnel area. Careful analysis of our data indicates that, on
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average, CPOs are already servicing a dispersed DoDDS population.

The typical CPO services 285 on-board DoDDS personnel. If this

function were executed within 20 DoDDS District Offices, the

typical servicing load would increase to 556 personnel or an

approximate doubling. It is likely that most District Offices

will be in locations of high concentrations of DoDDS personnel.

For a few remote locations DoDDS might wish to Continue to con-

tract for on-site CPO services, thus at least assuring continuity

in personnel services provided in these locations.
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